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PREFACE 


his book was inspired by a conference called “Genocide and Colo- 

nialism” that I hosted at the University of Sydney in July 2003. The 
conference was, as far as I can determine, the first held on this topic. 
Eight of the chapters published here first saw the light of day on that 
occasion, while two of the papers from the conference were published 
elsewhere: Michael Rothberg, “The Work of Testimony in the Age of 
Decolonization: Chronicle of a Summer, Cinema Verité, and the Emer- 
gence of the Holocaust Survivor,” PMLA 119, no. 5 (2004): 1231-46; 
and Norbert Finzsch, “‘It is Scarcely Possible to Believe that Human Be- 
ings could be so Hideous and Loathsome’: Discourses of Genocide in 
Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-century America and Australia,” Patterns 
of Prejudice 39, no. 2 (2005): 97-116 (reprinted in A. Dirk Moses and 
Dan Stone, eds., Colonialism and Genocide [London: Routledge, 2007]). 
I commissioned the balance of the chapters in order to cover as much of 
the globe as possible. 

Even with nineteen chapters, of course, the book only scratches the 
surface of world history. No claim to comprehensiveness is made. Empire, 
Colony, Genocide presents case studies of genocide in colonial and impe- 
rial contexts in order to stimulate an underrepresented research agenda in 
the field of genocide studies. To date, the field has been dominated by social 
scientists who, understandably enough, rely on secondary literature and 
focus on the twentieth century. The authors in this book are overwhelm- 
ingly historians of the early modern and modern periods with detailed 
knowledge of the archival sources in their area of research. By embedding 
their empirical expertise in the transnational approach of comparative co- 
lonialism and genocide studies, as well as uncovering the colonial roots of 
the genocide concept itself, they are trying to operationalize Raphael Lem- 
kin’s original but ignored insight that genocides are intrinsically colonial 
and thatthey long precede the twentieth century. The history of genocide 
is the history of human society since antiquity. 


x Preface 


Although most of the cases studied here cover European encounters with 
non-Europeans, it is not the intention of the book to give the impression 
that genocide is a function of European colonialism and imperialism alone. 
Lemkin himself was interested in many cases, such as the Athenian, Roman, 
Mongol, and Ottoman empires. We hope to revive interest in his research 
program and humanitarian view of world history. 

No book like this can be produced without the help of friends, col- 
leagues, and institutions. The Humanittes Research Centre and the Her- 
bert and Valmae Freilich Foundation at the Australian National University 
sponsored and largely financed the conference. The School of Philosophical 
and Historical Inquiry and the Faculty of Arts at the University of Sydney 
also chipped in. Ann Curthoys and John Docker at the ANU encouraged 
me along the way, gave papers at the conference, and wrote chapters for 
this book. My colleagues in the Department of History were most support- 
ive, particularly Robert Aldrich, Alison Bashford, Stephen Garton, and 
Richard Waterhouse. 

I completed some of the work for this project as a Charles H. Revson 
Fellow at the Center for Advanced Holocaust Studies at the United States 
Holocaust Memorial Museum, and I am grateful to its staff for their as- 
sistance during my months in Washington, DC. The book was finalized 
while on teaching relief funded by the Australian Research Council (ARC), 
whose grant on genocide and colonialism allowed me to conduct broader 
research on this topic. Every Australian academic who has been given time 
to research and write thanks to ARC teaching relief 1s a model of productiv- 
ity and gratitude. I am also indebted to Omer Bartov, the editor of the series 
in which this book appears, and to the publisher Marion Berghahn for sup- 
porting the project and consenting to late changes and endless delays with 
grace and good humor. Unfortunately, I cannot name the colleagues who 
acted as anonymous referees, but their erudition and professionalism needs 
to be acknowledged. My thanks are extended to Marianne Ehrhardt for 
preparing the index, and to Patrick Wolfe for advice on various matters. 

Mustering so many authors and shepherding them towards completion 
more or less according to plan was no easy task—for them or myself. I thank 
those who joined the project late in the day for their forbearance in the face 
of my unremitting strictures regarding form and content, as well, above all, 
the early contributors who waited patiently for years for the bookto appear. 
I hope they, and readers generally, think that the wait was worthwhile. 

These chapters have been anonymously peer reviewed. 


ADM, Sydney, November 2007. 
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CONCEPTUAL QUESTIONS 


’ 


— Chapter 1 - 


EMPIRE, COLONY, GENOCIDE 
Keywords and the Philosophy of History 


A. Dirk Moses 


If we demonstrate by our behavior that we consider the native popu- 
lation merely as an obstacle to be circumvented or smashed, if by 
our rule we bring them not well-being and enlightenment but de- 
struction, then the only issue between the two races will be that of 
life and death. Sooner or later Algeria will become the bloody arena 
for a mortal combat between these two peoples with mercy neither 
offered nor accepted. In such a struggle, one or the other would have 
to die. May God forbid that this be our destiny. 


—Alexis de Tocqueville’ 


Thus we constantly approach the South American Indian with both 
the attitude of the scientific researcher, trying to be objective, and 
the consciousness of being part of a civilization that has committed 
a kind of unpardonable sin—in my opinion the greatest sin ever 
committed in the history of humanity, which is to have destroyed or 
attempted to destroy half of the richness of humankind. 


— Claude Levi-Strauss? 


Introduction 

mpire,” “colony,” and “genocide” are keywords particularly laden 
with controversial connotations. Few are the societies that were not 
once part of empires, whether its core or periphery. Few are the societ- 
ies that are not the product of a colonization process, whether haphazard 
or planned. Many are the genocides that have marked imperial conquest 
through the ages. What is more, the first two of these terms are generally 
viewed through the lens of their nineteenth and twentieth century relatives, 
imperialism and colonialism, words of implicit opprobrium because they 
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connote European domination of the non-European world. Imperialism 
was coined in the middle of the nineteenth century to criticize ambitions 
for domination and expansion. A century later, to accuse a country of colo- 
nialism was to condemn it for enslaving and exploiting another.° 

These keywords imply an interpretation of world history—indeed, hu- 
man history tout court—shared by both proponents and critics of this Eu- 
ropean hegemony. Thus F. A. Kirkpatrick of Cambridge University referred 
to “colonization” and “empire” rather than “colonialism” or “imperial- 
ism” when he told his audience in 1906: “Down to the fifteenth century our 
ancestors were confined to this little Europe, and knew nothing of empty 
or half-empty countries inviting their occupation beyond the seas. Modern 
colonization and empire means the spread of Europe over the world.”* Writ- 
ing almost twenty years earlier, the future US president Theodore Roos- 
evelt attributed the expansion of civilization solely to the “English-speaking 
Peoples.” Unlike the Spanish colonists who intermarried with Indigenes in 
the Americas, Anglophone settlers had retained the conquering prowess 
and racial purity of their Germanic ancestors: “The average Englishman, 
American, or Australian of today who wishes to recall the feats of power 
with which his race should be credited in the shadowy dawn of its history, 
may go back to the half-mythical glories of Hengist and Horsa, perhaps to 
the deeds of Civilis the Batavian, or to those of the hero of the Teutoburger 
fight.” Roosevelt also distinguished the English Teuton from the Spanish 
and French by the nature of his ruthless nation building. “The English had 
exterminated or assimilated the Celts of Britain, and they substantially re- 
peated the process with the Indians of America.”* The cause of progress as- 
suaged the conscience. Writing between the world wars, the English soldier, 
collector, and archaeologist George Henry Lane-Fox Pitt-Rivers advised 
that when a “superior race” overwhelmed an inferior race, “humanitarian 
sentiments [are] often irrelevant and for the most part quite unreasonable 
... there should be no reason for members of a superior race to regret the 
gradual extinction of an inferior race if only the future enrichment and 
welfare of the world is considered.” 

Critical observers shared such frank recognition about the price of civi- 
lization, but without the celebration. The French anthropologist Georges 
Balandier noted somberly in 1951: “One of the most striking events in the 
recent history of mankind is the expansion throughout the entire world of 
most European peoples. It has brought about the subjugation and, in some 
instances, the disappearance of virtually every people regarded as back- 
ward, archaic, or primitive.”’ 

Frantz Fanon, the Martinican psychiatrist who wrote influential books 
on “third world” liberation, essentially concurred, turning Hegel upside 
down: “The West saw itself as a spiritual adventure. It is in the name of 
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the spirit, in the name of the spirit of Europe, that Europe has made her 
encroachments, that she has justified her crimes and legitimized the slavery 
in which she holds four-fifths of humanity.”® Although they were writing 
soon after the United Nations passed the “Convention on the Punishment 
and Prevention of Genocide” in 1948, Balandier and Fanon did not use 
this neologism, invented during World War II by Raphael Lemkin (1900- 
1959), to describe the fate of “people regarded as backward, archaic, or 
primitive.” Nonetheless, the link between human catastrophes and the 
metanarrative of human progress was clearly in the minds of Europeans 
and non-European intellectuals at this time. 

W hat precisely this link was and is has bitterly divided debate on the 
three keywords of this book because the moral legitimacy of Western 
civilization is at stake, as well, by implication, as the legitimacy of anti- 
colonial struggles of national liberation, especially in light of the anti-im- 
perial rhetoric of postcolonial dictators. Contributors to the debate pose 
a number of conflicting questions. Was the expansion of the West—that, 
is, European colonialism and imperialism since the late fifteenth cen- 
tury—inherently genocidal and generally criminal?? Or were non-Euro- 
pean societies so nasty and brutish that they screamed out for the milk of 
European civilizational uplift?!? And did not genocide and totalitarianism 
really inhere less in European empires than in their negation, the anti-1m- 
perial, anti-Western “liberation movements,” of Islamism, Pan-Arabism, 
the “third world socialism” of the Khmer Rouge and Afrocommunism, 
even National Socialism?” 

If these terms seem improbably stark, anachronistic, even crude, con- 
sider discussions in the first decade of the twentieth-first century by suppos- 
edly subtle intellects. Benny Morris, the Israeli historian whose assiduous 
archival work helped dispel myths about the “Birth of the Palestinian Refu- 
gee Problem” in 1948, nonetheless defended ethnic cleansing and genocide 
as integral to the formation of (some) nation states and march of human 
progress. “Even the great American democracy could not have been created 
without the annihilation of the Indians,” he told an interviewer in 2004. 
“There are cases in which the overall, final good justifies harsh and cruel 
acts that are committed in the course of history.”!* Also weary of leftist an- 
ticolonialism, antiracism, and anti-Zionism, the French philosopher Alain 
Finkielkraut sought to trump the victim narratives of the non-European 
colonized with his own: 


I was born in Paris, but I’m the son of Polish immigrants. My father was de- 
ported from France. His parents were deported and murdered in Auschwitz. My 
father returned from Auschwitz to France. This country deserves our hatred: 
What it did to my parents was much more violent than what it did to Africans. 
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What did it do to Africans? It did only good. It put my father in hell for five 
years....I think that the lofty idea of “the war on racism” is gradually turning 
into a hideously false ideology. And this anti-racism will be for the 21st century 
what communism was for the 20th century. A source of violence. Today, Jews 
are attacked in the name of anti-racist discourse: the separation fence, “Zionism 
iS tacism, 


What these stances show is that, in the wake of the so-called “war on ter- 
ror” after 11 September 2001 in particular, the debate about empire, col- 
ony, and genocide is marked by a phallic logic. Commentators shout, “my 
trauma is bigger than yours” in order to defend or attack the theodicy that 
the brutal extermination and disappearance of peoples over the centuries is 
redeemed by human progress in the form of the Western-dominated global 
system of nation-states." 

Instead of indulging in speculation about the philosophy of history, 
scholars can offer their readers more than these simplistic polarizations by 
asking middle-range questions that are amenable to empirical scrutiny.’ 
The following are apposite: What did the founder of “genocide studies,” 
Lemkin, have to say about the links between empires, colonies, and geno- 
cides? What can one say more generally about their interrelationship? And 
how is the Holocaust linked to them? Posing these questions allows us 
to ponder whether colonial wars of conquest and counterinsurgency are 
qualitatively different to genocides in Europe. Indeed, whether “colonial 
genocide” or “indigenocide” should be a subcategory of analysis distinct 
from genocide proper.'® Or whether colonial logics inhere in all genocides. 
Must the state be the perpetrator in cases where settlers killed indigenous 
people without official authority? Conversely, can indigenous people com- 
mit genocide against the settler colonizer? And, finally, is any consistency 
or pattern discernible in the relations between our three keywords and in 
phenomena so complex and riddled with contradictions as empires, with 
their bewildering array of governing modes and varying types of enlistment 
of subject peoples in their projects?!” 

In answering these questions, historians would do well to consider a 
pitfall inherent in genocide studies.'* Because genocide was originally con- 
ceived as a legal concept and crime in international law, the temptation is 
great to “catch a crook” rather than “write a book.”!? If the moral and 
emotional satisfaction of identifying and excoriating the evil-doers strikes 
a symbolic blow for surviving victim communities, writing as a hanging 
judge brings with it the danger of oversimplifying the historical record by 
casting each genocidal conjuncture as a tidily organized drama of passive 
victims, wicked perpetrators, and craven bystanders.’° The complexities 
of empire, such as the tensions between indirect rule and authoritarian 
administration, resource exploitation and economic modernization, settler 
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foundations and cultural adaptation cannot be reduced to the single ques- 

tion: was there a genocide? There are as many ways of studying these phe- 

nomena as there are instances of colonies and empires.”' 

At the same time, neither ought the cultural and physical destruction 
that attended the foundation of colonies and expansion of empires be played 
down by conservatives in the name of Western self-congratulation and Ed- 
wardian nostalgia, or ignored by the unintentionally quietist, postcolonial 
fascination with the construction of identities and intricate networks of 
cultural circulation.?? Notwithstanding the different political intentions 
between these two positions, they share a desire to disrupt the binaries of 
colonizer/colonized, dominator/dominated, and center/periphery in order 
to view empires and colonies in less rigid terms. Together, they see 


colonialism as often being a source of creativity and experiment, and while cer- 
tainly not being without pain, colonial encounters cause the dissolution of values 
on all sides, creating new ways of doing things in a material and social sense. A 
stress On creativity takes us away from notions such as fatal impact, domination 
and resistance or core and periphery, emphasizing that colonial cultures were 
created by all who participated in them, so that all had agency and social effect, 
with colonizer and colonized alike being radically changed by the experience.”? 


This is a view of colonization and empire that does not really admit the 
possibility of genocide. But need the historiography be a zero-sum game? 
Investing agency in the colonized does not mean empire needs to be seen 
as a symmetrically structured opportunity for cultural exchange. Remain- 
ing faithful to the complexity and contingency of the past need not entail 
abandoning the search for patterns or logics. It means that the object of 
inquiry is the sum total of economic, social, and political relations between 
people in a colonial situation; the various bids for power and the resis- 
tances to them; the processes of escalation brought on by real, contrived, 
or perceived security crises; the success of the colonial state in “pacif ying” 
and either absorbing or expunging the “native”; the conscription of parts 
of indigenous society in such projects; as well, equally, as the failure of 
metropoles to realize their ambitions. The right note has been sounded by 
Donald Bloxham, who observed in relation to the Armenian genocide that 
“It may be said categorically that the killing did constitute genocide ... 
but recognizing this fact should be a ‘by-product’ of the historian’s work, 
not its ultimate aim or underpinning.”24 Genocide is to be explained as 
the outcome of complex processes rather than ascribable solely to the evil 
intentions of wicked men. It is the job of historians to trace how highly 
structured relationships between geopolitics and states, states and subal- 
tern groups, elites and their bureaucracies become incarnated in and are 
themselves affected by the agency of individuals in particular situations. 
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Raphael Lemkin, the Polish-Jewish lawyer who coined the term 
genocide in 1944 and campaigned for its criminalization in interna- 
tional law, wrestled with the dilemma of judging the past.*° Historians, 
he thought, were in thrall to the Rankean fascination with interstate 
relations at the expense of “the role of the human group and its tribula- 
tions.”*”? “Maybe ... historians are somewhat guilty because they are 
used to present history in most cases from the point of view of wars for 
territorial expansion, of royal marriages, but they did not stress enough 
the death of civilizations as a result of genocide.”*? It was time to regard 
history in terms of human group survival, he thought, because “the fight 
against the destruction of the human group has a more profound moral 
significance than the fight between states.”?? Lemkin’s intention to reori- 
ent historical study was therefore explicitly activist: historical knowl- 
edge was to serve consciousness-raising in the present. Consequently, the 
study of genocide was to be scientific, and he drew on the scholarship of 
his day to develop his concept and write his analyses. For that reason, 


any analysis of colony, empire, and genocide should commence with his 
body of ideas. 


Lemkin, Genocide, and Empire 


Demonstrating that genocide had been a recurring feature of human his- 
tory was at the heart of Lemkin’s public campaign to outlaw genocide in 
international law in the late 1940s and 1950s. Before his death in 1959, 
he had almost completed a book on genocide in world history but, un- 
fortunately, publishers were uninterested in his manuscript.°*° Apart from 
his book manuscript, he also wrote about genocide in the press. Here is a 
typical statement from his publications at the time of his campaign: “The 
destruction of Carthage, the destruction of the Albigenses and Waldenses, 
the Crusades, the march of the Teutonic Knights, the destruction of the 
Christians under the Ottoman Empire, the massacres of the Herero in Af- 
rica, the extermination of the Armenians, the slaughter of the Christian 
Assyrians in Iraq in 1933, the destruction of the Maronites, the pogroms 
of Jews in Tsarist Russia and Romania—all these are classical genocide 
cases.”*! Many of these cases occurred in colonial and imperial contexts, 
Or were instances of colonization as with the “Teutonic Knights and the 
Prussian Pagans” in the thirteenth century where “partial physical and 
total cultural genocide” occurred.** In fact, most of his case studies from 
the Eurasian land mass were taken from continental empires: the Roman 
Empire, the Mongols, the Ottoman Empire, Charlemagne and the spread 
of German peoples eastwards since the Middle Ages.°? 
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Extra-European colonial cases also featured prominently in this pro- 
jected global history of genocide. In “Part III: Modern Times,” he wrote 
the following numbered chapters: (1) Genocide by the Germans against 
the Native Africans; (3) Belgian Congo; (11) Hereros; (13) Hottentots; (16) 
Genocide against the American Indians; (25) Latin America; (26) Geno- 
cide against the Aztecs; (27) Yucatan; (28) Genocide against the Incas; (29) 
Genocide against the Maoris of New Zealand; (38) Tasmanians; (40) S.W. 
Africa; and finally, (41) Natives of Australia.°* And he thought carefully 
about the modalities of genocide in situations where the Europeans were 
usually outnumbered by the indigenous inhabitants. “It must be clarified 
here that subjected groups may be a majority controlled by a powerful 
minority as in the case in colonial societies. If the majority cannot be ab- 
sorbed by the ruling minority and is considered a threat to the minority’s 
power, genocide is sometimes the result (i.e., the American Indian).”* 

But Lemkin did not just write about genocide in colonial contexts; 
he defined the concept as intrinsically colonial. On the first page of the 
relevant chapter in his book, Axis Rule in Occupied Europe, he wrote: 
“Genocide has two phases: one, destruction of the national pattern of the 
oppressed group: the other, the imposition of the national pattern of the 
oppressor. This imposition, in turn, may be made upon the oppressed pop- 
ulation which is allowed to remain, or upon the territory alone, after re- 
moval of the population and the colonization of the area by the oppressor’s 
own nationals.”°° 

While Lemkin’s linking of genocide and colonialism may surprise those 
who think that his neologism was modeled after the Holocaust of European 
Jewry, an investigation of his intellectual development reveals that the con- 
cept is the culmination of a long tradition of European legal and political 
critique of colonization and empire.’’ Indeed, the new discipline of “geno- 
cide studies” is a continuation of the long-standing European debate about 
the morality and legality of occupying and dominating other peoples. As 
Andrew Fitzmaurice shows in this volume, European theologians, philoso- 
phers, and lawyers have been debating the morality of occupation since the 
Spanish conquest of the Americas in the sixteenth century. These Spanish 
intellectuals—in particular by Bartolomé de Las Casas and Francesco de 
Vitoria—based their case on natural law that invested rights in Indigenous 
peoples. Hugo Grotius, Samuel Pufendorf, Emeric de Vattel, and Christian 
Wolff continued this line of critique. It was incarnated in different ways in 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries by humanitarians who assailed the 
mistreatment of “native peoples” by colonial authorities and settlers. °* 

Twentieth-century jurists who defended indigenous rights, like Charles 
Solomon and Gaston Jéze, studied Vitoria carefully in making out their 
views. So did Lemkin, who likely knew Jéze in the 1920s. But Las Casas 
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was his hero: his “name has lived on through the centuries as one of the 
most admirable and courageous crusaders for humanity the world has ever 
known.”°? Lemkin explicitly appropriated Las Casas’ viewpoint in his 
study of the “Spanish Colonial Genocide.” He called his book on the Nazi 
empire Axis Rule in Occupied Europe in order to place it in the tradition 
of criticizing brutal conquests. Genocide for Lemkin, then, was a special 
form of foreign conquest and occupation. It was necessarily imperial and 
colonial in nature. In particular, genocide aimed to permanently tip the 
demographic balance in favor of the occupier. In relation to the Nazi case, 
he wrote that “in this respect genocide is a new technique of occupation 
aimed at winning the peace even though the war itself is lost.”4 Any doubt 
that the roots of the genocide concept lie in the five-hundred-year tradi- 
tion of natural law-based critique of imperialism rather than in Lemkin’s 


reaction to the Armenian genocide or Holocaust can be dispelled by his 
own words: 


The history of genocide provides examples of the awakening of humanitarian 
feelings which gradually have been crystalized in formulae of international law. 
The awakening of the world conscience is traced to the times when the world 
community took an affirmative stand to protect human groups from extinction. 
Bartolomé de las Casas, Vitoria, and humanitarian interventions, are all links 


in one chain leading to the proclamation of genocide as an international crime 
by the United Nations.*! 


Anticolontialism and Anti-imperialism? 


Although himself a liberal, Lemkin did not share the affirmation of em- 
pire by liberals like Alexis de Tocqueville, who passionately endorsed the 
violent French conquest of Algeria.** Lemkin was shocked by the dismal 
record of subaltern suffering at the hands of occupiers, just as a postliberal 
like Jean-Paul Sartre was incensed by the French reprisals in the Algerian 
town of Setif and the bombing and shelling of Muslim civilians nearby 
that killed perhaps many thousands of Arabs in 1945, episodes that the 
Algerian government now regards as genocidal.*? Indeed, Lemkin shared 
with such postliberal anti-imperialists a vision of a noncoercive human 
group interaction. If Aimé Césaire famously denounced colonialism be- 
cause it did not enable an authentic blending of “different worlds,”** he 
and Lemkin doubtless would have affirmed what the historian Richard 
White calls the “middle ground”: spaces in which peoples traded and ne- 
gotiated with one another in mutually created forms of accommodation 
that were not reducible to the simple binary relationships of domination 
and subordination.*? Drawing on Bronislaw Malinowski’s theory of cul- 
tural change, Lemkin favored what he called “cultural diffusion” via in- 
tercultural exchange. It comprised 
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gradual changes occur[ing] by means of the continuous and slow adaptation of 
the culture to new situations. The new situations arise from physical changes, 
creative energies within the culture and the impact of outside influences. With- 
out them the culture becomes static; 1f they appear but are not met with adapta- 
tion of the whole culture pattern, the culture becomes less integrated. In either 
case, it becomes weaker and may disintegrate entirely when exposed to strong 
outside influences. The rise and fall of civilizations have been explained on this 
general basis.*° 


But whereas Césaire thought that “no one colonizes innocently,” Lem- 
kin, like Las Casas, did not oppose colonization or empire per se.*” Empires, 
humanely governed, contributed to human progress through “diffusion,” 
he implied. Like Malinowski, Lemkin thought that cultural change was 
induced by exogenous influences, as weaker societies adopt the institutions 
of more efficient ones or become absorbed by them because they better 
fulfill basic needs. “Diffusion is gradual and relatively spontaneous,” Lem- 
kin wrote, “although it may lead to the eventual disintegration of a weak 
culture.”*® He would not have opposed the Phoenician colonization of the 
western Mediterranean, where a “coming to terms with and utilization of 
the indigenous population” and fruitful cultural interaction resulted in their 
assimilation within two generations.*? An empire that promoted diffusion 
governed by “indirect rule,” Malinowski argued, because it supposedly en- 
abled the autonomous indigenous acquisition of European institutions.°° 
Lemkin agreed with this assessment, as we will see below. 

What is more, Lemkin possessed a liberal faith in international law that 
he regarded as the central civilizational instrument to combat genocide. For 
genocide, in his view, was a reversion to barbaric times when no laws of war 
existed to protect civilians. Since Western imperialism, however brutal at 
times, had spread this international law, Lemkin did not share the outright 
anti-imperialism of leftist intellectuals like Sartre and Fanon, for whom all 
empires, at least capitalist ones, entailed the exploitation and degradation 
of the indigenous people.°*! As we have seen, Fanon had no truck with such 
liberal self-narrations of moral or ethical progress, which he regarded as 
inevitably taking place at the expense of non-Europeans. 


Genocide and Culture 


Lemkin was disturbed by occupations like German colonial rule in Africa 
that ultimately culminated in genocide in German Southwest Africa and 
German East Africa between 1904 and 1907. “In the German colonies no 
attempt was made to respect native tribal customs or to invest the chiefs 
with their former dignity and authority. The chiefs were deprived of their 
privileges and the only authority permitted them was that delegated to them 
by the German officials, such authority being solely used for the purpose 
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of recruiting forced labour. If the chiefs failed to cooperate in everything 
demanded of them, they were systematically ill-treated, flogged and 1m- 
prisoned, even for the most trivial offenses.”°* This quotation gives us clues 
to Lemkin’s conception of genocide. He was more concerned with the loss 
of culture than the loss of life. In his correspondence with the Nuremberg 
prosecutors, he urged them to amend the indictment of the Nazi leaders to 
include genocide. He wrote, 


It appears in light of this evidence that the term genocide is a correct one since 
the defendants aimed to destroy, cripple, or degrade entire nations, racial and 
religious groups. The terms mass-murder or mass-extermination in the light of 
hitherto produced evidence seems to be inadequate since they do not convey the 
racial and national motivation of the crime. |[M]ass-murder or extermination do 
not convey the elements of selection and do not indicate the losses in terms of 
culture represented by the nation’s victims. If all the 125 000 Islanders will be 
killed off, this would mean a disappearance not only of 125 000 human beings 
but also a disappearance of the Islandic culture with its old language, institu- 
tions, national aspirations and all contributions which the Islandic nation made 
or is able to make to mankind in the future.°*? 


Why was culture so central to Lemkin’s conception of genocide? Draw- 
ing on the functionalist anthropology of Sir James Frazer and Malinowski, 
he argued that culture, which he called “derived needs” or “cultural im- 
peratives,” was as constitutive for human group life as individual physi- 
cal well-being (i.e., basic needs). Culture integrated society and enabled 
the fulfillment of individual basic needs. These “so-called derived needs,” 
Lemkin wrote, “are just as necessary to their existence as the basic physi- 
ological needs.” He elaborated this point thus: “These needs find expres- 
sion in social institutions or, to use an anthropological term, the culture 
ethos. If the culture of a group is violently undermined, the group itself 
disintegrates and its members must either become absorbed in other cul- 
tures which is a wasteful and painful process or succumb to personal dis- 
organization and, perhaps, physical destruction.”>* For these reasons, he 
concluded, “the destruction of cultural symbols is genocide.” To destroy 
their function “menaces the existence of the social group which exists by 
virtue of its common culture.”*> 

Herewith, we come to the thorny issue of “cultural genocide,” an is- 
sue central to the study of colonialism because it so often involved projects 
of indigenous assimilation. Lemkin has been fundamentally misunderstood 
by scholars of genocide who contend that he did not support the concept of 
cultural genocide. In fact, he wanted cultural genocide included in the 1948 
convention. Referring to the Secretariat’s draft convention of 1947 that in- 
cluded a section on cultural genocide, he wrote that “Cultural Genocide is 
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the most important part of the Convention.”°° He only reluctantly acceded to 
its eventual exclusion on tactical grounds.°’ Even so, it is difficult to obtain a 
clear answer about his own definition of the term from his many statements 
on the topic. Was forced religious conversion genocidal? At times, he sug- 
gested it was: for instance, in the actions of Spanish priests in the Americas.°® 
At others, he denied it: “cultural genocide need not involve the substitution 
of new culture traits (such as forced conversion), but may maliciously under- 
mine the victim group to render its members more defenseless in the face of 
physical destruction.”>? In Axis Rule, he suggested that terms like “denation- 
alization” or “Germanization”—the imposition of the conqueror’s “national 
pattern” on the conquered people—were unsatisfactory because “they treat 
mainly the cultural, economic, and social aspects of genocide, leaving out 
the biological aspects, such as causing the physical decline and even destruc- 
tion of the population involved.”®° Was he hopelessly confused? 

Closer inspection of his writings reveals that, true to his concept of 
group life, he did not consider cultural destruction in isolation from at- 
tacks on the physical and biological elements of a group. In the cases of 
genocide he studied, attacks on culture were inextricably interwoven with 
a broader assault encompassing the totality of group existence: “Physical 
and biological genocide are always preceeded by cultural genocide or by an 
attack on the symbols of the group or by violent interference with religious 
or cultural activities. In order to deal effectively with the crime of Genocide 
one must intervene at the very inception of the crime.”®! Nazi mass murder, 
too, could not be separated from their attack on culture. “Side by side with 
the extermination of ‘undesirables’ went a systematic looting of artworks, 
books, the closing of universities and other places of learning, the destruc- 
tion of national monuments.”° 

We can encapsulate Lemkin’s position on genocide by regarding it 
as a “total social practice” that affected all aspects of group life.© Cer- 
tainly, it could not be reduced to mass killing, as it is so often in popular 
consciousness and even genocide studies. “Like all social phenomena,” he 
wrote, “It represents a complex synthesis of a diversity of factors.” It was, 
therefore, “an organic concept of multiple influences and consequences.”® 
As a total social practice, genocide comprised various techniques of group 
destruction. In Axis Rule, he outlined eight techniques used by the Nazis. 
They warrant listing in full because they illustrate his holistic conception of 
genocide, and demonstrate that mass killing was only one of a number of 
methods of group destruction. They are discussed here briefly in the order 
given by Lemkin.® 

Political techniques refer to the cessation of self-government and local 
rule, and their replacement by that of the occupier. “Every reminder of 
former national character was obliterated.” 
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Social techniques entail attacking the intelligentsia, “because this group 
largely provides the national leadership and organizes resistance against 
Nazification.” The point of such attacks is to “weaken the national, spiri- 
tual resources.” 

Cultural techniques ban the use of native language in education, and 
inculcate youth with propaganda. 

Economic techniques shift economic resources from the occupied to the 
occupier. Peoples the Germans regarded as of “related blood,” like those of 
Luxembourg and Alsace-Lorraine, were given incentives to recognize this 
kinship. There were also disincentives: “If they do not take advantage of 
this ‘opportunity’ their properties are taken from them and given to others 
who are eager to promote Germanism.” 

Biological techniques decrease the birth rate of occupied. “Thus in in- 
corporated Poland marriages between Poles are forbidden without special 
permission of the Governor (Reichsstatthalter) of the district; the latter, as 
a matter of principle, does not permit marriages between Poles.” 

Physical techniques mean the rationing of food, endangering of health, 
and mass killing in order to accomplish the “physical debilitation and even 
annihilation of national groups in occupied countries.” 

Religious techniques try to disrupt the national and religious influences 
of the occupied people. In Luxembourg, the method entailed enrolling chil- 
dren in “pro-Nazi youth organizations” so as to loosen the grip of Roman 
Catholic culture. Alternatively, in Poland, where no such assimilation was 
possible, the Germans conducted “the systematic pillage and destruction 
of church property and persecution of the clergy,” in order to “destroy the 
religious leadership of the Polish nation.” 

Moral techniques are policies “to weaken the spiritual resistance of 
the national group.” This technique of moral debasement entails diverting 
the “mental energy of the group” from “moral and national thinking” to 
“base instincts.” The aim is that “the desire for cheap individual pleasure 
be substituted for the desire for collective feelings and ideals based upon a 
higher morality.” Lemkin mentioned the encouragement of pornography 
and alcoholism in Poland as an example. 


Genocide, Assimilation, and Indigenous Survival 


The congruence of these techniques with those of many instances of Euro- 
pean colonial rule is striking. Food rationing, forced conversion, inculca- 
tion of the new ruling culture, marriage and reproduction restrictions, the 
sequestration of economic resources, and introduction of European addic- 
tions have visited terrible cultural and physical devastation on indigenous 
peoples. London critics of British settlers listed abuses that largely repli- 
cate Lemkin’s techniques of genocide. The Report of the Select Committee 
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on Aborigines (British Settlements) in 1837 complained that “Too often, 
their [Aborigines’] territory has been usurped; their property seized; their 
numbers diminished; their character debased; the spread of religion im- 
peded. European vices and diseases have been introduced amongst them, 
and they have been familiarized with the use of our most potent instru- 
ments for the subtle or the violent destruction of human life, viz. Brandy 
and gunpowder.”°’ 

Not for nothing do the perceptions of indigenous people about their 
experiences accord with Lemkin’s phenomenology of genocide. Consider 
this summary by an Australian indigenous leader. 


While the 1788 invasion was unjust, the real injustice was the denial by [Gov- 
ernor] Phillip and subsequent governments of our right to participate equally in 
the future of a land we had managed successfully for millenniums [séc]. Instead, 
the land was stolen, not shared. Our political sovereignty was replaced by a 
virulent form of serfdom; our spiritual beliefs denied and ridiculed; our system 
of education undermined. We were no longer able to inculcate our young with 
the complex knowledge that is acquired from intimate engagement with the 
land and its waterways. The introduction of superior weapons, alien diseases, a 
policy of racism and enforced biogenetic practices created dispossession, a cycle 
of slavery and attempted destruction of our society. The 1997 report Bringing 
Them Home highlighted the infringement of the UN definition on genocide and 
called for a national apology and compensation of those Aborigines who had 
suffered under laws that destroyed indigenous societies and sanctioned biogene- 
tic modification of the Aboriginal people.*°® 


One of the issues raised by the Bringing Them Home report was 
whether forcible assimilation was tantamount to cultural genocide.” 
Lemkin’s statements above and his unpublished studies on colonial behav- 
ior, especially his aversion to forced religious conversion, suggest that he 
equated the two. But he was also a pragmatist. In order to ensure that 
cultural genocide survived the objections to its inclusion in the various UN 
committees in 1947, he suggested that it be limited to “acts which are dis- 
approved or incriminated [sic] by all national, penal courts such as arson, 
burning of books, destruction of churches and schools” rather than legal 
administrative measures, i.e., forcible assimilation by lawful means.’° In 
other words, he limited cultural genocide to “acts of violence which are 
qualified as criminal by most of the criminal codes.””! Legal assimilation 
was not cultural genocide, then, a conclusion that advantaged states which 
sought to assimilate their indigenous populations and other minorities af- 
ter World War II. Lemkin’s residual faith in Western civilization as the 
source of international humanitarian law may also have encouraged this 
narrower reading of cultural genocide. But in the end, even this restriction 
of cultural genocide’s meaning was unsatisfactory for most UN delegates, 
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who understood the Secretariat’s draft convention as equating the closing 
of libraries with mass murder. Cultural genocide was eventually dropped 
from the final version of the convention.” 

Lemkin’s equivocation on forcible assimilation may be linked to his 
unwitting participation in the discourse on indigenous extinction common 
in the cultural evolutionism of anthropology since the nineteenth century.”? 
In keeping with this view, he tended to regard the encounter between Eu- 
ropean and Indigene as grossly asymmetric, thereby playing down both 
indigenous agency and the often-tenuous European grip on power, par- 
ticularly in the initial stages of colonization. In German Southwest Africa, 
for instance, he did not see that the German governor was initially reliant 
on local chiefs. In fact, such reliance was most likely the norm, because 
collaboration with indigenous elites made imperial rule both cheap and 
efficient. In such cases, the imperial overlords cooperated with these elites 
rather than trying to Europeanize local culture, although it goes too far to 
describe these dynamics as “empire by invitation.””* In fact, indirect rule 
often disrupted indigenous polities as well by promoting chiefly authority 
at the expense of other social actors or by fetishizing ethnic differences 
(“tribes”), which programmed these societies for genocidal conflict after 
decolonization, as in the case of Rwanda.’> Nor did Lemkin appreciate 
that the Herero survived the German genocide of 1904/05 because, as one 
scholar put it, he “just saw the Herero as helpless victims whose fate was 
sealed for all time.”” 

Such pessimism about the “disappearing savage” and “fatal impact” 
of Western colonization conveniently left the Europeans in sole occupa- 
tion of the land, and worked against the interests of indigenous groups 
who survived genocidal assaults and later made claims for recognition and 
recompense. Recent research contests the myth of the “disappearing sav- 
age” by arguing that indigenous peoples creatively adapted to new circum- 
stances. The Natick Indians, contrary to the well-known assertions of de 
Tocqueville that Indian society dissolved upon contact with the settlers, 
successfully maintained an Indian dimension to the land. A little over a 
century after first contact, in 1767, 82 percent of them had married outside 
the community, and they sold property as individuals.’’ 

Lemkin’s blindness to the question of survival and adaptation was 
rooted in his particular concept of culture. Despite his anthropological 
reading, he seems to have equated national culture with high culture. Con- 
sider how he regarded the matter in this quotation: 


All our cultural heritage is a product of the contribution of all nations. We can 
best understand this when we realize how impoverished our culture would be 
if the people doomed by Germany such as the Jews had not been permitted to 
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create the Bible or give birth to an Einstein, a Spinoza; if the Poles had not had 
the opportunity to give the world a Copernicus, a Chopin, a Curie; the Greeks 
a Plato and a Socrates, the English a Shakespeare, the Russians a Tolstoy and 
a Shostakovich, the Americans an Emerson and a Jefferson, the Frenchmen a 
Renan and a Rodin.’® 


In this statement, the value of culture inhered in its elites who made contri- 
butions valuable for humanity as a whole. Recall that the social technique 
of genocide usually targeted cultural bearers, such as the intelligentsia and 
priestly class. Genocide could occur when they were exterminated, and 
when libraries, houses of religious worship, and other elite institutions of 
cultural transmission were destroyed, even if the mass of the population 
survived and continued some hybrid popular culture. Here is what Lemkin 
wrote about the Maya in twentieth-century Mexico centuries after their 
ravaging at the hands of the Spanish: “While the condition of the Indians 
has been improving since then, under a more progressive Mexican admin- 
istration, their lot is still hard and their cultural heritage has been irrevo- 
cably lost. One million Indians still speak Maya dialect today. They still 
till the land as their forefathers had done but they have lost their civilized 
habits, their remarkable skills and knowledge long ago.”’”? Clearly, this 
view is untenable today. Only white perceptions that “real” Indians must 
be “pure” prevented Europeans seeing that “Indianness” was retained even 
while Indians adapted their culture and intermarried with others. Lemkin 
does not seem to have considered the possibility that genocide could be 
attempted, that much destruction could take place, and that cultural diffu- 
sion occurred nonetheless. 


The Question of Intention 


Even if genocide cannot be reduced to mass killing, the conservative case 
against the colonial essence of genocide is that Lemkin, in Axis Rule, men- 
tions a “coordinated plan of different actions” that attacks groups “with the 
aim of annihilating” them.*®° Indeed, what kind of plan can be discerned in 
processes so haphazard and uncoordinated as imperial and colonial expan- 
sion, particularly on frontiers that extended beyond the reach of the state? 
Yet in his writings on colonial cases, Lemkin never spoke of a plan, but he 
did try to identify the “intent” of the colonists. With regard to the Span- 
ish conquest of the Americas, he wrote that their intent was, in the case of 
“the empire of Peru,” to “take possession of it as their lawful territory and 
to convert the Peruvians to the true faith.”®! The officially announced will 
of the Spanish Crown manifested an intention, such as the proclamation 
to the Maya about the Spanish right to their country: “If you do not [‘rec- 
ognize the Church and his Majesty the king as your rulers’|, we will war 
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on you, take your wives and children away, dispose of your property and 
harm you as much as we can “as to vassals who will not obey and refuse to 
receive their lord.’”** The reading of the Spanish sovereignty proclamation, 
whether natives were present or understood it, Lemkin observed, “seemed 
quite sufficient, in the eyes of the Spaniards, to produce obedience and jus- 
tify genocide.”*? Lemkin did not take this claim on face value, regarding 
such announcements as “a mere fiction” because the preemptive massacres 
committed by Cortes were obviously “intended.”*4 Elsewhere he wrote that 
the “motivation” of the Spanish in killing “rebellious Indians” was the “self- 
righteous attitude towards the Indians as Spanish property.”® 

The Spanish assumption of sovereignty was ultimately a pretext to kill, 
a posture inherited by subsequent English thinkers such as John Locke, who 
wrote that rebellious natives had “declared war against all mankind, and 
therefore may be destroyed as a lion or tiger, one of those wild savage beasts 
with whom men can have no society or security. And upon this 1s grounded 
that great law of Nature, ‘Whoso sheddeth man’s blood by man shall his 
blood be shed.’ Also Cain was so fully convinced that every one had a right 
to destroy such a criminal, that, after the murder of his brother, he cries out, 
‘Every one that findeth me shall slay me,’ so plain was it writ in the hearts of 
all mankind.” Lemkin was effectively arguing that occupations and settle- 
ments conducted on terms that neither recognized indigenous rights nor 
engaged in subsequent negotiations were bound to issue in genocide because 
resistance and its brutal suppression was inevitable.*” The Nazis, too, fitted 
this pattern for Lemkin. He thought that Hitler regarded the Russian parti- 
san warfare as but a pretext to “eradicate everyone who opposes us.” 

Lemkin held individuals responsible for acts of genocide. Thus he 
found various Spanish leaders in the Americas guilty of genocidal acts.*? 
Individual settlers could be guilty of genocidal acts as well, even if they 
were not authorized by the state. Lemkin never stipulated that genocide 
was solely a crime of state, and the UN convention concurred in naming 
individuals as well as state officials as potential perpetrators. Nonetheless, 
the illusion that genocide is tantamount to the Holocaust continues. Con- 
sider the following by an Australian historian: 


The wild times, which ended around 1850, spelt tragedy for Aboriginal people. 
However, it was not a story of genocide, as is often claimed, at least not ac- 
cording to the formal meaning of the word—that is, of official, intentional, 
premeditated killing. Intentional killing was carried out by settlers on a private 
and local level, however, leading to perhaps hundreds of deaths. Other deaths 
came from impulse and rage over property losses felt by possessive and fearful 
men. But there was never an official policy of killing Aborigines. Indeed, the 
British Government that held power during the era abhorred such violence and 
vainly tried to end it.?° 


Empire, Colony, Genocide 19 


In fact, this is a story of genocide because of the intentional killing of hun- 
dreds of Aborigines. No “official policy” is necessary for genocide to occur 
according to Lemkin’s definition. An unofficial one is sufficient. 

Lemkin also considered the issue of what might be called “unintended 
consequences.” Discussing Nazi concentration and labor camps that were 
not death factories per se but that experienced very high rates of mortality, 
he postulated that genocidal intent could be inferred where mass death was 
not explicitly intended but where it was highly probable and reasonably 
foreseeable. “This is the phenomenon of wasting somebody else’s life on a 
mass scale. This wanton relationship to human life was a natural result of 
the basic concept of genocide.” The camp director was guilty because he 
“does not object in his mind and agrees with the eventuality of such de- 
struction. In the criminal law of civil law countries such an intent is called 
‘dolus eventualis.’”?! 

This legal doctrine presents an interesting question for scholars of 
genocide and colonialism, because there is abundant evidence that Europe- 
ans were well aware of the devastation that their colonization wrought on 
indigenous populations. Robert Brown noted in 1873, for instance, that to 
save them one would need to keep “away from them... for where one is 
benefited and ameliorated by civilization a thousand are ruined... result- 
ing sooner or later in... utter extinction.”” To be sure, Europeans usually 
ascribed the inevitability of extinction to the supposed weakness of the 
“native” peoples, and they were well aware of the fatal factors: violence, 
disease, and fertility decline. But they were also confident that the value of 
their own civilization was sufficiently great to justify the destruction of the 
indigenous ones, howsoever caused.”? President Andrew Jackson’s annual 
address in 1830 exhibited this belief very clearly: 


Humanity has often wept over the fate of the aborigines of this country, and 
Philanthropy has been long busily employed in devising means to avert it, but its 
progress has never for a moment been arrested, and one by one many powerful 
tribes disappeared from the earth. To follow to the tomb the last of his race and 
to tread on the graves of extinct nations excite melancholy reflections. But true 
philanthropy reconciles the mind to these vicissitudes as it does the extinction 
of one generation to make room for another.”* 


Whether Lemkin would ascribe a genocidal intention in these terms 
to settler colonialism in particular is probably impossible to say, but it is 
an important question to consider in light of recent jurisprudence in in- 
ternational law.”> In the case of Radislav Krstic in 2001, the International 
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia held the accused not guilty 
of genocide because he had not been directly involved in the massacre of 
seven thousand Bosnian men and boys at Srebrenica. But his knowledge of 
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the genocidal intention of his comrades and their use of his troops was suf- 
ficient to convict him for participating in their “joint criminal enterprise,” 
that is, the secondary offence of aiding and abetting genocide.” The tribu- 
nal’s use of the law of conspiracy, complicity, and incitement means that 
international jurisprudence is catching up with social scientists who real- 
ized long ago that narrow, black-letter interpretations of the convention’s 
stipulations regarding genocidal intention cannot do justice to the messy 
reality in which such intentions evolve. For all that, the tribunal’s distinc- 
tions also help students of genocide and colonialism differentiate types of 
intention in collective projects like colonialism. 

Whether colonialism is a joint criminal enterprise is not a question that 
is scientifically answerable. Who is to judge? Lemkin was caught on the 
horns of a dilemma. The (modern) empires he scrutinized for committing 
genocide were also those that spread civilization by the sword as well as the 
plough. Arguing that measures like forced assimtlatton, for instance, were 
only genocidal if considered illegal by civilized nations begs the question, 
because civilized nations were the states who engaged in such forced as- 
similation. The subaltern answer to the implicit theodicy has been given by 
Césaire: “They talk to me about progress, about ‘achievements,’ diseases 
cured, improved standards of living. J am talking about societies drained of 
their essences, cultures trampled underfoot, institutions undermined, lands 
confiscated, religions smashed, magnificent artistic creations destroyed, ex- 
traordinary possibilities wiped out.””’ 


Nazi Imperialism and Colonialism 


If Lemkin viewed colonies and empires as the heart of genocide, did he in- 
clude Nazism and the Holocaust? In some respects, yes; in others, no. This 
is how he linked the issues in an unpublished draft manuscript: 


The Nazi plan of Genocide was related to many peoples, races, and religions, 
and it is only, because Hitler succeeded in wiping out 6 million Jews, that it 
became known predominantly as a Jewish case. 

As a matter of fact, Hitler wanted to commit G. against the Slavic peoples, 
in order to colonize the East, and to extend the German Empire up to the Ural 
mts. Thereupon after the completion of the successful war he would have turned 
to the West and to subtract from the French people the 20 million Frenchmen 
he promised in his conversation with Rauschning. Thus the German Empire 
would have reached from the Ural Mts. to the Atlantic Ocean. Nazi Germany 
embarked upon a gigantic plan to colonize Europe, and since there are no free 
spaces local populations had to be removed in order to make room for Germans. 
Nazi Germany did not have a fleet to protect overseas possessions. Moreover 
Germany had never good experiences in the past with overseas colonization. It 
was thus much simpler to colonize the European continent. 
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Hitler’s plan covered the Poles, the Serbs, the Russians, the Frenchmen. ... 
The main purpose of the Nazis was a commission of a G. against nations in 
order to get hold of their territory for colonisation purposes. This was the case 
of the Poles, and the Russians and the Ukrainians.”° 


It is evident that Lemkin did not think that genocide was restricted to 
the Jewish case. The Nazi empire and its colonization plans were central to 
its genocidal policies. At the same time, he distinguished the treatment of 
Europeans Jews and Roma from that of Slavs and colonization. 


The case against the Jews and the Gypsies was not based upon colonisatery [sic] 
but upon racial considerations. ... The case against the Jews and Gypsies was 
of a purely racial rather than emotional political nature. The race theory served 
the purpose of consolidating internally the German people. The Germans had 
to be shown that they are racially valuable Nordics. Their favorable racial clas- 
sifications could be understood better by comparing them with those who were 
called and classified as vermin of the earth—the Jews and the Gypsies.”? 


Given this distinction—if we cannot explain the Holocaust of European 
Jewry and genocide of the Roma in colonial terms—do we reach a concep- 
tual limit in the linking of colony, empire, and genocide? To answer this 
question, we need to consider these keywords more generally. 


Empire, Imperialism, Colony, Colonization, Colonialism 


The vocabulary of our subject comes from the Roman Empire. The histo- 
rian Sallust is apparently the first to refer to the Roman state as Imperium 
in the first century BCE. Settlements of soldiers on territory it conquered 
were called colonia. As noted already, empire and colonization have been 
associated with global European domination. With characteristic Eurocen- 
trism, F. A. Kirkpatrick wrote a century ago that “the story of empire, of 
dominion over rich and populous cultures, apart from any considerable 
European emigration, deals chiefly with the commercial and political con- 
quest of India and other Asiatic lands by Europeans; the study of coloniza- 
tion deals mainly with the migration of Europeans into the New World.”?!0° 
This view may also suit anti-Orientalists for whom Europe is the root of 
all evil, but the fact is that empires of one type or another have dominated 
the political organization of humanity for thousands of years:'! from the 
Nuba in North Africa, Assyrians in the Middle East, Manchus in China, 
and Zulus in Africa, to the tribute systems of Mesoamerica, Mongols of 
Central Asia, Mughals in India, Safavids in Iran, and multinational land 
empires of the Ottomans, Habsburgs, and Romanovs, not to mention the 
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“blue water” modern empires of Great Britain, France, Belgium, and Ger- 
many. Not that Western empires wanted to admit they had acquired terri- 
tory by violent conquest. That is what rivals did.!” 

Can we conceptually clarify terms so laden with ideological and his- 
torical baggage? Arethey irredeemably contaminated with political conno- 
tations? Careful differentiation is necessary. There is consensus that empire 
means the domination of one society by another, usually backed by military 
force. Imperialism is a process and set of policies to acquire such domina- 
tion whether by annexation or through less formal means.'°° The imperial 
relationship to colonies has historical precedents. Empires customarily en- 
gaged in settlement and resettlement, colonizing frontier regions with loyal 
subjects. Russian monarchs, for example, encouraged Germans to settle 
in the Lower Volga in the eighteenth century because their serfs were im- 
mobile. By 1914, 1.7 million ethnic Germans lived in east-central Europe, 
vulnerable to Russian paranoia about their loyalties in the looming war 
with Germany.!°* Nonetheless, settlement does not necessarily imply colo- 
nization. The German settlements were not colonies of imperial Germany. 
Neither were the early Phoenician settlement colonies in this sense, nor 
English Puritans in North America, because they were autonomous migra- 
tions rather than outposts of a metropolitan center. 

Agreement breaks down when colonialism is added to the mix. How 
does it relate to the other keywords? If Edward Said thought “imperialism 
was the theory, colonialism the practice of changing the uselessly unoc- 
cupied territories of the world into useful new versions of the European 
metropolitan society,” others simply equated the two.’ Another viewpoint 
sees the relationship reversed: “Imperialism is a special case of colonial- 
ism where there are colonies tied together into one political structure.”!°° 
Still another group of scholars distinguish colonialism from imperialism by 
insisting that the former entails colonization—the permanent migration of 
settlers to new territories—whereas the latter does not.'°” 

The problem with these articulations of the relationship between the 
terms is that they omit consideration of colonial rule. Empire can exist 
without colonization or colonialism. Thus Ottoman rule in Egypt was not 
colonial because of the large measure of local self-administration and ab- 
sence of permanent settlers. India was not an English colony for similar 
reasons. In practice, the sovereignty of empires was not as absolute as sup- 
posed by theories of empire.’°? Colonialism, by contrast, is a specific form 
of rule, and as a process supplements colonization. It means the occupation 
of societies on terms that robs them of their “historical line of develop- 
ment” and that transforms them “according to the needs and interests of 
the colonial rulers.”!°? Colonial rule can radically alter the structure of, 
even dismember, an indigenous society. 
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The distinction between colonization and colonialism is apparent in the 
difference between two related concepts, internal colonization and internal 
colonialism. The former is the settlement of peoples, usually in frontier 
areas, loyal to the metropole to ensure security and encourage economic 
development of semi- or unoccupied land within a national or imperial ter- 
ritory. The resettlement of Muslim Slavs from former Ottoman territory in 
the Balkans to the core territories of the empire in the leadup to the First 
World War, as described by Donald Bloxham in this volume, represents 
a version of internal colonization.'!® By contrast, the concept of internal 
colonialism, which originated with Lenin, first meant the Russian metro- 
pole’s economic exploitation of the periphery, that is, of the country by the 
towns. The sociologist Alvin Gouldner thought that Stalinism embodied 
this capitalist economic formation in a socialist context: “Here, internal 
colonialism refers to the use of the state power by one section of society (the 
Control Center) to impose unfavorable rates of exchange on another part 
of the same society (e.g., the Subordinate Remotes), each being ecologically 
differentiated from the other. The control center governs by using the state 
to impose unequal exchange. ... Where these routine mechanisms fail, the 
control center uses force and violence against the remote subordinates.”?!! 
In the 1970s in particular, Marxist scholars employed the concept of inter- 
nal colonialism to explain the underdevelopment of certain geographical 
regions. Drawing on Immanuel Wallerstein’s distinction between core and 
periphery, they were interested in mapping the congruence between cul- 
tural and economic divisions of labor.!!? 

The turn to cultural history in subsequent decades has seen scholars 
focus on other dimensions of internal colonialism. It is said to represent the 
“civilizing project” advanced by the center and its dominant ethnicity over 
other peoples in remote areas, which contrasts with the usual combination 
of military conquest and cultural pluralism of the Mesoamerican empires, 
for instance.!!? Nation building in France in the nineteenth century could 
be seen under this aspect.!!* Recent research in Chinese history has com- 
bined this new approach with a focus on biopolitics, namely the efforts 
of the state to categorize and map the social class, gender, ethnicity, and 
nationality of a region in order to better govern peoples and establish bor- 
ders—indeed, to constitute the nascent nation in the first place.!!° 

The nature of colonial rule is significant because governance and cul- 
tural autonomy are central to the question of genocide. In light of Lemkin’s 
elaborate techniques of genocide, the proposition can be ventured that the 
greater the intensity of colonial rule, the greater the likelihood that it is 
genocidal. As Dominik Schaller shows in this volume, German colonial- 
ism in Africa is of particular interest to scholars precisely because its rela- 
tive lateness meant that the state was intimately involved in creating highly 
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authoritarian and racially segregated societies. German immigrants ruled 
over deracinated Africans whose political, cultural, and economic indepen- 
dence had been smashed in order to transform them into a helot class of 
workers for German agriculture.''° 

Lemkin himself identified this kind of direct rule as genocidal. But 
what about other modalities of colonialism? As might be expected, the 
demographic question 1s uppermost in the minds of indigenous leaders and 
intellectuals. In 1978, Aimé Césaire condemned the French encouragement 
of emigration to the West Indies as “genocide through substitution.”!!” The 
fact is that disease most likely accounted for the vast majority of indigenous 
deaths as much as immigration issued in the growth of European popu- 
lations around the world. One historian likened this astonishing popula- 
tion substitution to a “demographic takeover.” This phenomenon occurred 
in colonies—North America, South America, Australia, and New Zea- 
land—that were less densely populated than Asia and Africa, and where 
diseases threatened locals rather than the colonists.!!8 Even if this popula- 
tion decimation was not solely attributable to “natural causes” (indigenous 
populations were most vulnerable to disease when they were experiencing 
dislocation due to colonization and colonial rule), it is hard to make the case 
that disease was deliberately spread in most cases.!!? Unfortunately, Lem- 
kin hardly reflected on the question of disease in colonial situations.!*° 

These societies of “demographic takeover” did not just succeed because 
of passive population substitution, however. Well before state-led “scien- 
tific” colonialism, settlers and pastoralists managed to destroy indigenous 
societies by other less systematic means. “The destruction of nomadic 
societies, and their succession by relatively prosperous settler societies,” 
Donald Denoon observed, “has occurred in temperate North America as 
well as temperate South America, in Siberia as well as Australia and south- 
ern Africa.”!*! Here was a continuation of the transformation, since the 
early modern period, of pastoral societies displacing nomadic ones on the 
Eurasian continent. Denoon holds this displacement to be inevitable. “The 
coexistence of commercial farming and nomadism was impossible every- 
where in the long run.” Arguing along similar lines, Patrick Wolfe holds 
that settlers’ interest in the land rather than labor of the nomads means 
that a logic of elimination characterizes settler colonialism: the nomads’ 
connections to the land needed to be vitiated by their absorption into or 
expulsion from the new society.!”” 

Conflict between “steppe and sown” had not been a zero-sum game 
in medieval central Asia. Although contemporaries regarded the Khazars, 
Pecenegs, and Western Oguz as aggressors, such mobile societies did not in 
fact seek to despoil sedentary ones, because they were needed for trade. The 
limitations of the nomadic economy, based on herds of stock, meant that 
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luxury and other goods had to be extracted from agricultural societies— 
whether by “trade or raid”—with which they lived in tense symbiosis.!”° 
This coexistence was possible because the interrelations were not colonial. 

Wolfe’s pattern certainly holds true when a “middle ground” became 
a colony. For instance, in British Columbia, approximately symmetrical 
relations of trade between British and Indians obtained until the 1850s, 
when it became a formal colony and land acquisition was the central de- 
terminant of interaction. The customary pattern of events unfolded. The 
British military tried to keep the peace, but imperatives for local rule and 
economizing in London meant that land policies were ultimately decided 
by settler politicians. They enclosed common land and legislated exclusive 
property rights over multiple usage so as to ensure that investments could 
be made good.'*4 Indians could resist by moving, submitting petitions, and 
not cooperating with the new dispensation, but state and settler violence 
underwrote the eventual victory of the British social system.!?° 

This victory was not always total. Indigenous agricultural communi- 
ties were better able to resist settlers than nomads, often serving as a source 
of labor. Not all Indigenes “disappeared.”!*° Indeed, the story is anything 
other than genocidal in many colonial contexts. Where was genocide in 
plantation and trading colonies: for instance, in the British occupation of 
Singapore (1819), the Falkland Islands (1833), Aden (1839), Hong Kong 
(1842), and Lagos (1861)?!?” The distinction between types of imperial rule 
was made well by Alexis de Tocqueville: “There are two ways to conquer a 
country; the first is to subordinate the inhabitants and govern them directly 
or indirectly. That is the English system in India. The second is to replace 
the former inhabitants with the conquering race. This is what Europeans 
have almost always done. The Romans, in general, did both. They seized 
the country’s government, and in several parts of it they founded colonies 
that were nothing other than far-flung little Roman societies.” He recom- 
mend a combination of the two approaches in Algeria: domination of the 
interior so the coast could be settled.!*8 As we shall see, it is not only cases 
of settler colonialism that are potentially genocidal. 


Genocide and “Savage Wars of Peace” 


Colonial and imperial wars are not usually considered genocidal. Once 
regions are “pacified”—that is, armed resistance is broken—the occupiers 
settle down to the business of governing. This rather benign view of such 
conflicts precludes the question of genocide by equating it with the Holo- 
caust of European Jewry: where no death camps can be found, genocide 
cannot be said to have occurred. Leaving aside the issue of whether the 
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Holocaust unfolded in the clockwork fashion entertained in popular con- 
sciousness, and whether it can be understood apart from the Nazi imperial 
and colonial project in Europe, colonial conquest and warfare possess a 
number of potentially genocidal dimensions. In the first place, the aim of 
the colonizer was not just to defeat military forces but also to annex ter- 
ritory and rule over a foreign people. War aims were not limited, as they 
customarily were in intra-European wars; they were absolute. “Colonial 
conquerors came to stay.” Second, the colonizer often ended up waging 
war against the entire population because it was difficult to distinguish 
between civilians and combatants, especially when guerilla-style resistance 
ensued. The often flat political structures of indigenous peoples meant that 
the colonizer could not easily identify leaders and “decapitate” the local 
polity.!?? Colonial war could mean total war on a local scale. 

In the main, imperial troops prevailed over numerically superior op- 
ponents because they were regularly paid, well supplied, and trained. The 
ability to concentrate forces at one point was more decisive than technolog- 
ical superiority alone, especially if indigenous agents could be conscripted, 
such as the Native Mounted Police in colonial Queensland.!°° Such asym- 
metry did not always obtain, however. Consider the case of the Karifuna 
in the Antilles in the seventeenth century. The Spanish had smashed indig- 
enous resistance by the middle of the seventeenth century and enslaved the 
inhabitants in agriculture and mining, but they were followed by French 
and English colonists on neighboring islands who wanted the land and to 
continue the slave economy. Difficulties in subduing the Karifuna on Anti- 
gua resulted in dozens of English deaths in the 1620s and 1630s, which led 
to a joint French and English effort on St. Kitts to kill and drive off as many 
of the natives as possible. Their survival and mingling with escaped African 
slaves led to calls in the 1670s for the extermination of the “Carib Indians.” 
But the apathy of plantation owners and divisions between French and Brit- 
ish authorities meant that such rhetoric remained hollow. Only the eventual 
hegemony of the British by the late eighteenth century enabled the roundup 
and depositing of the survivors on an inhospitable island off Honduras, 
where a third of them starved within four months.}*! 

Equally difficult to subdue were the Indians of the Argentine frontier in 
the nineteenth century. Their experience demonstrates not only the tenac- 
ity of indigenous resistance, but also that neat models of invasion/resistance 
Cannot capture the complexity of the colonial encounter. Well-armed and 
excellent horsemen, Indians prospered in the pampa, where their mobile 
lifestyle rendered them less vulnerable to the disease that devastated those 
who attempted agriculture. Roaming Spanish patrols made little inroads 
into the region in the early eighteenth century, so the imperial authorities 
were forced to ally themselves with certain tribes against others. Tribute 
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was paid to some of them for peace and information. A “middle ground” 
was achieved at this point with rough parity between different groups. The 
Roman model of settling soldiers on the frontier failed in the face of resis- 
tance by ranchers and plutocratic governments loathe to give away land. 
Domestic Argentine imperatives in the 1830s led to the demand for more 
grazing land and a military solution, but 50 percent of the badly paid and 
trained soldiers and militia were casualties of frontier service. By the 1850s, 
alternative policies to propitiate Indians by granting them land allotments 
had also failed, with Indians driving off ranchers and settlers. Other efforts 
in the 1870s to integrate Indians into frontier society by winning them 
from their raiding/tribute economy also failed. Anxious about the interests 
of neighboring Chile in the region, a hardline military solution was sug- 
gested in 1875 by Julio A. Roca, chief of frontier forces. “In my judgment, 
the best system to finish the Indians, that is, exterminating them or remov- 
ing them beyond the Rio Negro, is an offensive war,” by which he meant 
lightning strikes by mobile forces. With the telegraph, railroad, and bet- 
ter-armed troops, his offensives in 1878 were successful. Thousands were 
killed, with survivors driven to Chile. Missions were built in the place of 
destroyed villages.'%* 

Imperial thinkers devoted considerable thought to the problem of “small 
wars,” with their pattern of conquest followed by resistance. Althoughthey 
advised against exasperating the conquered population, the destruction of 
villages and crops was countenanced if necessary. Certainly French and 
Russian authorities were happy to indulge in such scorched-earth tactics 
in their respective North African and Caucasian conquests during and af- 
ter the 1830s.'°> Alexis de Tocqeville’s liberal scruples were not shared by 
many French in Algeria, as he reported in 1833. On one view, 


to subjugate the Arabs, we should fight them with the utmost violence and in 
the Turkish manner, that is to say, by killing everything we meet. I have heard 
this view supported by officers who took it to the point of bitterly regretting 
that we have started to take prisoners in some places, and many assured me 
that they encouraged their soldiers to spare no one. For my part, I returned 
from Africa with the distressing notion that we are now fighting far more bar- 
barously than the Arabs themselves. For the present, it is on their side that one 
meets with civilization. 


At the same time, he regarded burning harvests, emptying silos, and in- 
terning civilians as “unfortunate necessities, but ones to which any people 
that wants to wage war on the Arabs 1s obliged to submit.” The reason was 
because war was being waged on populations, not governments.!** 

Indeed, such tactics were a feature of imperial rule generally. In 133 
BCE the Romans destroyed Numantia on the Iberian Peninsula for defying 
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Roman rule, as they had Carthage thirteen years earlier. Even the late 
sieges and subsequent destruction of Jerusalem between 70 and 136 CE 
can be seen in this light. In the euphemistically termed “Harrying of the 
North,” William I (“the Conqueror”), who invaded England in 1066, put 
down serious Saxon resistance around Yorkshire by destroying all villages 
and livestock between York and Durham, causing famine and the star- 
vation of up to one hundred thousand people. The aim was to destroy 
the local society so that it could not provide sustenance to rebels, who 
hid in marshes and forests, and so that it could not serve as a base for 
future Danish attack. The country was largely uninhabited for a century 
thereafter.° Continuing the tradition of vicious reprisals, the Elizabethan 
conquest and colonization of Ireland, which was contemporaneous with 
significant contact of Englishmen with Native Americans in the sixteenth 
century, saw the slaughter of men, women, and children where English 
conquest was resisted. The women and children were considered fair game 
because they sustained the men, and because the Irish were regarded as pa- 
gan./6 The violent Cromwellian quelling of Catholic uprisings in Ireland 
in the next century, such as the massacre of Drogheda in 1649, followed 
the same logics, as did the Spanish counterinsurgency against the Yucatec 
Mayan uprising of 1761.'°’ This pattern was repeated in the Anglo-Zulu 
war in 1879, when British forces used scorched-earth tactics and massa- 
cred wounded fighters and prisoners in their desperate efforts to put down 
Zulu resistance to imperial rule.'%® 

Likely, no power surpassed the Mongols in the extent and violence of 
their reprisals. Chinggis Khan was pitiless towards disloyalty, exterminat- 
ing the Merkit in 1217 for attacks on his forces years before. Although 
they were more interested in booty than conquest, the Mongols were pre- 
pared to launch bloody war where sedentary peoples would not hand over 
their goods. Cities that resisted were razed, and devastated regions took 
generations to recover. Samarkand was reduced in population by 75 per- 
cent in the first decades of the thirteenth century. When Chinggis died in 
1227, the mourning army slaughtered the entire population of Zhongxing 
city.!°? All these cases would be considered genocide under international 
law today.!*° 

Imperial and national elites were constantly worried about security on 
their peripheries.'*) In 1914, the imperial Russian army deported up to one 
million Jews living in its western borderlands because they were suspected 
of disloyalty and potential espionage for the Germans.'** Between 1935 and 
1938, similar paranoia led Soviet authorities to deport nine nationalities 
away from sensitive border areas. During the Second World War, they vio- 
lently deported Chechen and Ingush people of the North Caucasus, some 
of whose number had allegedly collaborated with the invading Germans. In 
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the early 1930s, the famine in the Ukraine had been precipitated by anxiet- 
ies that it might secede from the union.!*? 

The security syndrome led to mass deaths in violent counterinsurgency. 
The contemporaneous Italian subjugation of Cyranaica in Libya resulted 
in the deaths of over 6,000 local fighters and the internment in camps of 
some 76,000 people, about half the total population.’** In 1952, British 
authorities in colonial Kenya interned hundreds of thousands of supposed 
insurgents, killed up to 20,000 in combat, hanged over 1,000, and tortured 
many others. One historian claims up to 100,000 Mau Mau insurgents 
died in the camps.!*° Much of the murderous radicalization of the Pol Pot 
regime in mid-1978 was driven by regime paranoia about rebellious eastern 
border cadres and other Cambodians thought to be tainted by Vietnamese 
influence. The Cham nationality, which was targeted for destruction, was 
likewise considered “rebellious.”!*° 

The common motivation for deporting or destroying subnational 
groups is the accusation that they are rebellious, supporting rebellions, or 
cooperating with enemies across borders, such as the Ottoman Armenians 
in 1915.” The genocide in Darfur is also a counterinsurgency unfolding 
according to this pattern.'** What these cases show 1s that real or imagined 
resistance to imperial or national rule can radicalize a policy of conquest 
or “pacification.” Resistance leads to reprisals and counterinsurgency that 
can be genocidal when they are designed to ensure that never again would 
such resistance occur.'*? In the words of one scholar, such practices possess 
a “strategic logic” that can culminate in “final solutions.”?°° 


Subaltern Genocide 


If security anxieties have led to genocidal measures of military coercion, 
another policy option has been to colonize one’s own borderlands. Impe- 
rial Germany’s concerns about Polish population growth within its eastern 
border led to various schemes to counter “Polonization” with “Germaniza- 
tion,” including the purchase of Polish-owned estates and their distribution 
to German peasant colonists. The sociologist Max Weber was one of many 
who advocated such measures.!?! The Sri Lankan government engaged in 
rural colonization schemes to displace Tamils.!** The government of the 
Dominican Republic tried to counter the “pacific invasion” of Haitians by 
“colonizing” the border areas with Dominican peasants in the first decades 
of the twentieth century.!° 

What these examples show is that the perception of being colonized by 
outsiders leads to colonization projects of one’s own. As might be expected, 
such perceptions are highly subjective. Thus nationalist Czechs in the first 
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half of the twentieth century regarded Germans who had lived in Bohemia 
and Moravia for hundreds of years as colonists, while German nationalists 
regarded those Germans as a beleaguered minority subject to an oppres- 
sive colonial rule.°* Ukrainian nationalists saw themselves as subject to 
Polish colonial rule in the eastern borderlands of the interwar Polish state. 
Poles settled those expelled by the Ukrainians on their western border with 
Germany in order to colonize that vulnerable region. Ukrainians redis- 
tributed the lands of “former Polish colonists” to their compatriots.!*> In 
Rwanda, Hutus regarded themselves as indigenous and Tutsis as colonists 
from North Africa. 

These points lead to broader questions: Can the founding of empires 
can be linked to the experience of a society’s having been colonized and 
subjected to imperial conquest and rule? Are empires created to ensure 
that never again is that society dominated by another? Does the impulse 
for empire—the desire for invulnerability—come from previous feelings of 
abjection: empire both as security and compensation for past humiliations? 
Does, in other words, empire have an indigenous origin? 

The beginning of the Spanish Empire in the Americas in the late fif- 
teenth century is a case in point. It came in the wake of the reconquista, 
the Christian reconquest, conducted under Papal aegis, of the Iberian pen- 
insula from the Moors who had occupied the area since the eighth century. 
Christians were settled in reconquered land.!°° Some view the continuation 
of the reconquista in the Americas as the beginning of Europe’s poisoned 
gift to the world: the catastrophe of the ethnically and ideologically ho- 
mogeneous nation-state that replaced the multicultural utopia of Islamic 
rule in Spain, with its harmonious coexistence of the three monotheistic 
faiths.!*’ It can also be seen as chain in the continuity of conquest, recon- 
quest, and yet more conquest that has marked human group interaction for 
thousands of years. 

A contemporaneous example is imperial Russia. The Mongol invasions 
of the thirteenth century were overthrown by the Muscovite princes in 
the later fifteenth century ina Russian reconquista.'’* Within one hundred 
years, the Tsars, who were centralizing control of their lands, began to 
conquer the Mongol successor states of Kazan, Astrakhan, and Sibir (later 
Siberia) on the southeastern boundary. Expansion into the Caucasus and 
central Asia, at times genocidal as Robert Geraci’s chapter in this book 
shows, ensued in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.!*” 

That indigenous people would resist colonization did not always seem 
obvious to Europeans, who thought their gift of civilization would or should 
make them welcome. In the wake of Palestinian Arab riots against Jewish 
settlement in 1920 and 1921, Vladimir Jabotinsky berated Labor Zionist 
leaders for believing their presence would be tolerated by the “natives”: 
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Every reader has some idea of the early history of other countries which have 
been settled. I suggest that he recall all known instances. If he should attempt 
to seek but one instance of a country settled with the consent of those born 
there he will not succeed. The inhabitants (no matter whether they are civi- 
lized or savages) have always put up a stubborn fight. Furthermore, how the 
settler acted had no effect whatsoever. The Spaniards who conquered Mexico 
and Peru, or our own ancestors in the days of Joshua ben Nun behaved, one 
might say, like plunderers. But those “great explorers,” the English, Scots and 
Dutch who were the first real pioneers of North America were people pos- 
sessed of a very high ethical standard; people who not only wished to leave 
the redskins at peace but could also pity a fly; people who in all sincerity and 
innocence believed that in those virgin forests and vast plains ample space was 
available for both the white and red man. But the native resisted both barbar- 
ian and civilized settler with the same degree of cruelty.'°° 


Jabotinksy’s mention of cruelty raises the issue of the ritualized excess that 
often characterized indigenous resistance to colonialism, especially in de- 
colonization struggles. Certainly, racism and oppression by the Other are 
factors in generating murderous fantasies.’*! But racism and oppression do 
not account for the atrocities in indigenous revenge. The reason for the 
excess, I suggest, is that the genocidal] impulse and national liberation im- 
pulse are effectively the same: to preserve the endangered genus or ethnos 
against an Other that supposedly threatens its existence. This is the origin 
of what we might call subaltern genocide: the destruction of the colonizer 
by the colonized. 

Examples abound of anxieties that one’s people will be extinguished 
or erased by demographic supplanting or mortally endangered by security 
threats. Thus in 1804, a Haitian slave revolt targeted the island’s entire 
white population.'® In 1937, fifteen thousand ethnic Haitians in border 
areas were slaughtered by Dominicans who thought they were endanger- 
ing the nation.'*> Many Serbs (especially those in Bosnia and Kosovo), still 
traumatized by the genocidal experience of the Second World War, felt 
demographically threatened in the early 1990s because 25 percent of Serbs 
lived outside of Serbia; they wanted a state to defend their ethnicity. The 
paranoia exhibited by the Khmer Rouge in their self-understanding as lib- 
erators of the homeland from foreign influence demonstrates this point in 
a gruesome manner.'** The genocidal violence perpetrated against civilians 
in the Balkans was so grotesque because they were not held to be inno- 
cent, but dangerous bearers of a nationality that vitiated the identity of 
the other.'*° What is more, the subaltern “millenarian rebellions” against 
exploitative colonial rule were directed against perceived foreign elements 
that were threatening the survival of the indigenous people—yjust as in clas- 
sical cases of imperial genocide.'°° 
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The connection between genocidal fantasies and national liberation 
movements has been made by anti-imperial thinkers who have blamed sub- 
altern genocide on imperialism. Writing of the so-called Indian Mutiny, Kar! 
Marx thought the “infamous” conduct of the “sepoys” was “only the reflex, 
in a concentrated form, of England’s own conduct in India, not only during 
the epoch of the foundation of her Eastern Empire, but even during the last 
ten years of a long-settled rule... . There is something in human history like 
retribution; and it is a rule of historical retribution that its instruments be 
forged not by the offended, but by the offender himself.”!©” Writing in the 
same vein, Jean-Paul Sartre noted that “In Algeria and Angola, Europeans 
are massacred at sight; it is the moment of the boomerang; it is the third 
stage of violence; it comes back on us, it strikes us, and we do not realize 
any more than we did the other times that it’s we who have launched it.”!®° 
Fanon agreed: “The violence of the colonial regime and the counter-violence 
of the native balance each other and respond to each other in an extraordi- 
nary reciprocal homogeneity.”!©? The Tunisian Jew Albert Memmi was also 
attracted to the Marxist proposition that colonialism produced its own nega- 
tion by bringing forth an utterly alienated colonized population whose only 
prospect of dignified life was the “complete liquidation of colonization.”!”° 

If an alienated “native” issued from colonialism, how was this alien- 
ation generated? These Francophone anticolonial thinkers in particular 
pointed out that the foundational binary between settler and native was a 
colonial product. In such a “Manichean world” (Fanon) of colonialism, in 
which the settler cast the native as the incarnation of absolute evil, the na- 
tive had to invert this value hierarchy for his or her own self-respect. “Co- 
lonialism creates the patriotism of the colonized,” wrote Sartre.!”1 Memmi 
explained the source of this nativism in his famous book from 1957, The 
Colonizer and the Colonized. His basic message was also that “being con- 
sidered and treated apart by colonialist racism, the colonized ends up ac- 
cepting this Manichaean division of the colony and, by extension, of the 
whole world.” Consequently, “in the eyes of the colonized, all Europeans in 
the colonies are de facto colonizers.”!”* 

What is more, the practical impossibility of assimilation—because of 
the colonizer’s refusal and because of the self-denial entailed—meant that 
the native inevitably resorted to traditional values as a compensatory orien- 
tation. But these values, usually familial and religious, had become petri- 
fied by colonial pressure, and did not promote social progress. Nativism 
was reactionary. By ontologizing collectives in the same way as the settler, 
and “condemning each individual of that group,” the colonized became “a 
xenophobe and racist.”!” 

Sartre and Memmi did not applaud the chauvinism and racism of an- 
ticolonialist struggles, and Fanon’s aversion to nativism is well known. 
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Racism and “a legitimate desire for revenge” could not “sustain a war of 
liberation,” he thought. Memmi eventually left Tunis for Paris because, 
as a Jew, he found life impossible in postcolonial Muslim Tunisia.!”* As 
Marxists, they were cosmopolitan internationalists who preferred a popu- 
lar front of anticolonialists that included sympathetic settlers, some closer 
to the liberation ideal than the Africans or Arabs. National liberation 
entailed transcending the terms of settler/native to create a new socialist 
nation of equal citizens. The colonial system needed to be transformed by 
expropriating the collaborating indigenous bourgeoisie, rather than sim- 
ply expelling settlers.!”> They wished decolonization to be the assertion of 
freedom when the newly constituted people could gain political agency, 
enter history, and create its own authentic civilization, not just a variation 
of the colonizer’s.'” 

At the same time, these writers told their European reading publics that 
their expectation of a nonviolent, nonracist, anticolonialist struggle was 
unrealistic.!’” Violent and racist anticolonialism was a predictable phase 
through which colonized peoples had to pass, even if it entailed “tragic 
mishaps.”!”8 Fanon himself was ambivalent, famously praising this violence 
as a “cleansing force” through which “the native frees himself from his in- 
feriority complex and from his despair and inaction; it makes him fearless 
and restores his self-respect.” This redemptive nationalism was necessary 
to assert the new postcolonial national culture: “the most elementary, most 
savage, and the most undifferentiated nationalism is the most fervent and 
efficient means of defending national culture.”!”? Sartre supported Fanon’s 
rendition of the struggle with some stirring quotations: the struggle’s “ir- 
repressible violence is neither sound and fury, nor the resurrection of savage 
instincts, nor even the effect of resentment: it is man recreating himself.”!8° 
For all the romanticization evident here, these thinkers both expressed and 
explained the revolutionary violence of the colonized as the moment of 
salvation. It is genocidal in character. 

Even by the time he died prematurely in 1961, Fanon was aware that, 
far from being a transitional political emotion, racism was being used by 
the “national bourgeoisie” to secure its own position in the postcolonial 
order. Rather than constructing a new nation beyond race, these elites were 
allowing precolonial tribal rivalries to recur.'®! Moreover, the new state ap- 
peared to the liberated populations less as their own democratic creation 
than as a distant apparatus that was milked by a dominant, rival ethnic 
grouping for its own benefit. Their security and identity was therefore more 
likely to inhere in pre-independence traditional ethnic attachments than 
in a chimerical supratribal national identity.’®* The catastrophe of postco- 
lonial African political stability, civil war, and genocide has been blamed 
on this failure to transcend race during and after decolonization. Writing 
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in the tradition of the Francophone intellectuals, the historian Mahmood 
Mamdani has blamed this failure on colonialism: “That greater crime was 
to politicize indigeneity, first as a settler libel against the native, and then 
as a native self-assertion.”!® 


Colonialism, Subaltern Genocide, and National Socialism 


Postcolonial chaos was not the only problem these thinkers blamed on Eu- 
ropean colonialism. They also held fascism in general, and National Social- 
ism in particular, to be its poisoned fruit. Consistent with their Marxism, 
they saw colonialism as the apogee of capitalist exploitation. In a memo- 
rable phrase, Marx wrote of colonialism that “the profound hypocrisy and 
inherent barbarism of bourgeois civilization lies unveiled before our eyes, 
turning from its home, where it assumes respectable forms, to the colonies, 
where it goes naked.”!84 Lenin had written of imperialism as the highest 
stage of capitalism, and Rosa Luxemburg continued this line of thinking, 
fearing “the triumph of imperialism” would mean “the destruction of all 
culture, and, as in ancient Rome, depopulation, desolation, degeneration, a 
vast cemetery.” She is the source of the now well-known trope that Europe’s 
criminal exploitation of the non-European world would be dialectically 
imported in heightened form into Europe itself: “It was clear to everyone, 
therefore, that the secret underhand war of each capitalist nation against 
every other, on the backs of Asiatic and African peoples must sooner or 
later lead to a general reckoning, that the wind that wassownin Africa and 
Asia would return to Europe as a terrific storm, the more certainly since 
increased armaments of the European states was the constant associate of 
these Asiatic and African occurrences. .. .”!% 

Of course, Luxemburg did not live to witness the Holocaust. It was 
the Francophone thinkers who applied the lesson to Nazism, regarding it 
as the culmination of both colonialism and capitalism. Nazism was intra- 
European colonialism.'** In his famous Discourse on Colonialism of 1955S, 
Césaire saw liberalism and capitalism as the essence of Nazism, which was 
less genocidal than exploitative and generally murderous. Writing fifteen 
years after the end of the Second World War, Fanon, who drew heavily on 
Césaire, connected colonialism, capitalism, and Nazism in the same way: 
“Deportations, massacres, forced labor, and slavery have been the main 
methods used by capitalism to increase its wealth, its gold or diamond 
reserves, and to establish its power. Not long ago, Nazism transformed the 
whole of Europe into a veritable colony.”!8” 

Fanon himself was ambivalent about who was the greater victim of 
this system, Jews or blacks—at one point likening the persecution and 
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extermination of Jews to “little family quarrels” (among Europeans), at 
another proclaiming his indignation and empathy because he could not 
disassociate himself “from the future that is proposed for my [Jewish] 
brother.”!8’ Even the latter formulation is an undialectical equation of ex- 
periences that he may have learned from older, diasporic black intellectuals 
like Oliver Cox and W. E. B. Du Bois, who associated Nazism with slavery 
and white racism. Du Bois, for instance, wrote in The World and Africa 
in 1947 that “there was no Nazi atrocity—concentration camps, whole- 
sale maiming and murder, defilement of women or ghastly blasphemy of 
children—which the Christian civilization of Europe had not long been 
practicing against coloured folks in all parts of the world in the name of 
and for the defense of a Superior Race born to rule the world.” !® This kind 
of thinking, while understandable in a context when Europeans still ruled 
most of Africa, and African Americans were being lynched, participates in 
the phallic logic of trauma competition mentioned above and is not par- 
ticularly helpful for understanding complex historical processes.!?° 

Despite such limitations, these thinkers warrant mention not only 
because they represent a subaltern intellectual tradition that continues to 
influence anti-imperialist writers today.'?! In its more sophisticated mo- 
ments, this tradition provides important insights into the relation of mod- 
ern genocides to broader processes and structures by positing a theory of 
system radicalization. Hannah Arendt drew on them in her The Origins 
of Totalitarianism, which ts receiving growing attention in the literature 
on colonialism and genocide because one-third of her book deals with im- 
perialism.!?* Consider Césaire’s work, which echoes many of Arendt’s key 
arguments regarding imperialism. Colonialism demoralized the colonizer, 
making a mockery of European humanism. In colonialism, capitalism pro- 
duced its own negation in the form of a barbarized system that returned to 
its source to destroy Europe. Nazism was therefore not simply any colonial- 
ism, but “the supreme barbarism that sums up all the daily barbarisms.” 
He also advanced a theory about the phenomenon that Arendt later called 
“the banality of evil.” The greatest criminal was not the ideological fanatic, 
but the European bourgeois, “the ‘decent fellow’ across the way,” because 
he tolerated colonial abuses for over a century: the wars, the torture, and 
mass death, approving the hard line measures of politicians.!”° 

Arendt and Césaire did not have to infer the link between Nazism and 
imperialism. Hitler self-consciously placed his movement in the tradition of 
European imperialism: 


We have the so-called white race that since the collapse of Antiquity has over 
around 2,000 years taken on a leading position in the world. I cannot under- 
stand the economic dominance of the white race over the rest of the world unless 
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I related it closely to a political dominance that the white race possesses naturally 
for hundreds of years and that it has proyected outwards. Think of any area; con- 
sider India: England has not won India with justice and law but with regard for 
the desires, aspirations or laws of the natives, and it has when necessary main- 
tained its dominance with the most brutal measures [Riicksichtslosigkeit]. Just 
as Cortez or Pizarro claimed Central America and the northern states of South 
America not on the grounds of some legal basis but out of the absolute, inherited 
feeling of dominance of the white race. The settlement of the north American 
continent succeeded just as little from some democratic or international concep- 
tion of legal claims, but out of a sense of justice that is rooted only in the convic- 
tion of superiority and with that the right of the white race.'”* 


Having exhausted the prospects of “domestic (imnere) colonization,” he 
thought, it was necessary to colonize Europe itself.’ 

Hitler drew on the imperial experiences of other European nations in 
formulating his vision of Nazi German imperialism. British India provided 
the model for German ambitions in Ukraine: a thin layer of military and 
civilian administrators could occupy a vast landmass and population.'!”° 
North America was a model of settler colonialism. “There is only one 
duty—to Germanise the country by immigration of Germans and to look 
upon the natives as redskins.”!?” These quotations (and others could be 
adduced) give clues to Hitler’s imperial vision. He wanted both an extrac- 
tive/tribute empire in the manner of the British in India, but also settler 
colonies like North America. In Hitler, the imperial models of centuries of 
human history crystallized into a single, total, imperial fantasy of geno- 
cidal conquest and exploitation.!”* Indeed, an increasing body of research is 
bearing out Lemkin’s insight into the imperial and colonial nature of Nazi 
rule in Europe.!”? 

But why the enthusiasm for conquest and colonial rule at all? As Maria 
Klotz has shown in her analysis of the film Die Weltgeschichte als Ko- 
lonialgeschichte of 1926, a film sponsored by colonial revisionist groups 
that lobbied for the return of Germany’s empire, Europeans at the time 
plotted the course of world history in colonial terms. Kulturvolker enter 
history by conquering and colonizing other nations and peoples. The defin- 
ing distinction between nations was that of colonizer or colonized. Only 
the former was a participant in world history, in progress, civilization, in 
uplift. Preventing colonization was tantamount to relegation to an object 
rather than subject of history, indeed a denial of the right to existence. An 
examination of Hitler’s philosophy of history reveals that he thought very 
much in these terms. He was convinced that conquest drives world history 
and human progress, and he spoke often about how the German destruc- 
tion of Jewry and Bolshevism would rescue western civilization for the 
good of humanity.? 
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But even if the Nazis established an empire and subjected conquered 
peoples to colonial rule, can the Holocaust of European Jewry be explained 
in terms of imperial and colonial logics? Lemkin himself did not think so, 
referring to race hatred of Jews and Roma as the motivating force of their 
persecution, which has been a feature of “intentionalist” explanations of 
the Holocaust for decades.?°! What if we take a transnational or global ap- 
proach that situates the Holocaust in processes that are universal in imperial 
and colonial situations? There are four aspects to such an approach: 

1. The Nazi genocidal policies against Slavic peoples in occupied Poland 
and Ukraine stood in the tradition of imperial conquests since antiquity. It 
was never the intention of the Nazis to exterminate Poles or Ukrainians in 
their entirety, just as it was not the intention of European colonial powers 
in Africa to exterminate the Africans and Asians they occupied. The “na- 
tives” were needed for labor, although it should not be forgotten that the 
Nazis envisaged the starvation of tens of millions of “superfluous” people 
in their plans for the region. During the contingencies of total war, how- 
ever, as David Furber and Wendy Lower demonstrate in their chapter here, 
utopian plans of Slavic expulsion and German settlement had to be shelved 
in favor of food production and stability. The vicious partisan warfare that 
developed in occupied Eastern Europe stood in the continuity of colonial 
wars, as well.*° 

2. The extermination of Europeans Jews, by contrast, needs to be un- 
derstood, to begin with, in terms of subaltern genocide. The Nazis regarded 
Germans as an indigenous people who had been colonized by Jews, prin- 
cipally from Poland, the perceived home of world Jewry. From the time of 
Jewish emancipation, anti-Semites in Germany (and not just in Germany) 
had complained of a “Judaization” of public life, a term equating “Jewish 
rule” with capitalist modernization and social liberalization. Typical was 
Wilhelm Marr, the inventor of the term “anti-Semitism,” who in 1879 lik- 
ened Jewish emancipation to the might of the Roman Empire. “With the 
entire force of its armies, the proud Roman Empire did not achieve that 
which Semitism has achieved in the West and particularly in Germany.”*°° 
Hitler thought in these terms. A careful reading of Mein Kampf reveals that 
he thought Germany had been under foreign occupation—that is, Jewish 
domination—since the middle years of the First World War, when the war 
industry supposedly fell into Jewish hands. For Hitler, “the Jew robbed the 
entire nation and pressed it under his rule.”*°* He was wont to speak of 
Jews in terms of colonists, mixing bacteriological and colonial metaphors: 
“Never was a State founded by peaceful economy, but always only by the 
instincts of preserving the species, no matter whether they are found in the 
field of heroic virtues or sly cunning; the one results then in Aryan states of 
work and culture, the other in Jewish colonies of parasites.”?°> 
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The colonization trope is also a feature of the notorious 1940 Nazi pro- 
paganda film Der Ewige Jude. Jews are depicted as a people with “Asiatic 
and Negroid” elements that enter central Europe by parasitically attaching 
themselves to previous empires. Maps of the globe show their spread. 


Everywhere they made themselves unwelcome. In Spain and France the peo- 
ple rose openly against them in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and 
they wandered on, mainly to Germany. From there they followed the path of 
the Aryan culture—creative Germans, colonizing the East—until they finally 
found a gigantic, untapped reservoir in the Polish and Russian sections of 
eastern Europe. 


And from there the Jews colonized the world, that is, the African, Ameri- 
can, and Australian continents.*"¢ 

What is more, his perception that Jews were undermining German na- 
tionality is couched in terms strikingly similar to Lemkin’s eight techniques 
of genocide. Jews undermined German morality through prostitution, its 
strength through pacifism, its national spirit via the cosmopolitan press, 
and so on. Writing in the early 1920s when Germany was in the grip of 
the inflation crisis and paying massive reparations, Hitler concluded that 
“the [Weimar] Republic is a slave colony of foreign countries and has no 
citizens, but at best subjects.” The internal enemy serving foreign interests 
was “the Jew.” This situation spelled the end for his beloved Germany: 
“Carthage’s fall is the horrible picture of such a slow self-earned execution 
Ola Walon e:+ 

The perception that Germany was occupied was widespread in the 
early Weimar years in particular, as African French troops were stationed 
in the Rhineland to enforce the reparations stipulations of the Versailles 
treaty. A hysterical and largely successful propaganda campaign, focused 
especially on alleged rapes by the troops, was waged by rightwing activists 
who accused the western powers of betraying the white race by using their 
non-European troops to occupy and suppress a Kulturvolk, the Germans. 
This occupation, combined with the sequestration of German colonies by 
the Treaty of Versailles and League of Nations, reinforced the German 
impression that they had been cast outside the privileged community of 
colonizers and had become the colonized. Four hundred of the so-called 
Rhineland Bastards, the offspring of African soldiers and German women, 
were sterilized under the Nazi regime.?"° 

The relentless drive to exterminate the Jews entirely, then, is best ex- 
plained in terms of the subaltern’s racist nationalism. The Nazis thought 
of themselves as a national liberation movement, a self-consciousness that 
continued the German policy during the First World War of supposedly 
liberating central European nations from Russian domination. If the Nazis’ 
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anti-Semitism was “redemptive,” its particular intensity at this historical 
conjuncture cannot be read from centuries of anti-Semitism, which had not 
resulted in genocide like this before.*°? In the Nazi mind, the Second World 
War was a war of national liberation, and redemption inhered in the elimi- 
nation of foreign Jewish rule. Understanding this version of anti-Semitism 
in light of both the political emotions common in central European na- 
tionalisms since the nineteenth century, and later anticolonial movements 
allows us to contextualize the Holocaust in broader, transnational trends. 
The racist rage of the subaltern subject was not confined to the non-Euro- 
pean world. 

3. The uncompromising nature of the Jewish persecution by the Nazis 
cannot be understood solely in terms of subaltern genocide, however.*!° 
That persecution also shared elements of the security syndrome of other 
empires. Although it was a fantastical belief, the vehemence of the Nazi 
conviction that Jews and socialists were responsible for Germany’s defeat 
in 1918 and subsequent civil chaos needs to be appreciated more fully. The 
racial hatred that congealed in the paranoia around “Judeo-Bolshevism” 
was all too real. But if Jews were the primary target in this syncretistic 
formulation rather than Bolsheviks, this racial hatred cannot solely be read 
from centuries-long traditions of popular anti-Semitism either. The hatred 
was directed towards an Other that was not only the threatening colonizer, 
but also, paradoxically, a deadly security threat in the manner of civil and 
colonial wars. The nationalist trauma of 1918 to 1920—the military de- 
feat and communist uprisings in Germany—drove many Germans to ex- 
treme measures to ensure that, like in so many other genocides, never again 
would inner enemies undermine the nation and war effort.*!! In fact, in this 
instance, the genocide would preempt insurgency and red terrorism. Ein- 
satzgruppen shot Jewish men as potential partisans in the summer of 1941, 
and this measure was expanded to women and children soon thereafter, a 
“prophylactic” measure that the Soviets also used to eliminate perceived 
“unreliable elements” before they could foment rebellion and betray the 
state.*!* Heinrich Himmler articulated the link between the murder of the 
Jews and preemptive counterinsurgency in his notorious Posen speech in 
1944: “In our history this is an unwritten and never-to-be-written page 
of glory, for we know how difficult we would have made it for ourselves 
if today—amid the bombing raids, the hardships and the deprivations of 
war—we still had the Jews in every city as secret saboteurs, agitators, and 
demagogues. If the Jews were still ensconced in the body of the German 
nation, we probably would have reached the 1916-17 stage by now.”*? 

4. Finally, the Nazis also viewed the eastern Jews they encountered in 
Poland and the Ukraine in terms of the traditional colonial Other: dirty, 
lazy, stateless, uncivilized.?)* They were treated in the customary colonial 
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manner: labor, food, and security considerations combined to determine 
their fate. Once areas were conquered and secured, surviving Jewish men 
were put to work until they were no longer needed. Women and children 
were murdered immediately by German forces because they were held to 
be “useless eaters.” Food shortages led German civilian authorities to mass 
execution of ghettoized Jews in Poland. The extent and consistency of this 
pattern of exploitation and murder is striking, contingencies and excep- 
tions notwithstanding.*!° 


Conclusion 


The phobic consciousness responsible for this genocide continues to baffle 
historians because, in the main, they have confined their search to Euro- 
pean sources.’!© The recent interest in colonial genocides, stimulated in 
part by the rediscovery of Hannah Arendt’s writing on imperialism, goes 
some way to situating the Nazi project in global patterns. But the Holo- 
caust was no colonial genocide in the common understanding of the term. 
It was an event, or multitude of events, that united four different, even 
contradictory imperial and colonial logics into one terrible paranoid men- 
tality and praxis borne of a frustrated imperial nation struggling against a 
perceived colonizer. 
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ANTICOLONIALISM IN WESTERN 
POLITICAL [THOUGHT 
The Colonial Origins of the Concept of Genocide 


Andrew Fitzmaurice 


Introduction 


M ost chapters in this book are concerned by the degree to which the 
term “genocide,” coined by Raphael Lemkin in 1944 and adopted 
by the United Nations in 1948, can be used to understand the devastation 
wrought by colonization over the past five hundred years.! This chapter will 
invert that question: that is, it will show that Lemkin’s understanding of 
genocide developed out of a critique of colonization that had its origins in 
the sixteenth century and was sustained by successive generations of writ- 
ers on natural and human rights. 

In order to understand that the concept of genocide is itself a prod- 
uct of the history of colonization, we must first excavate the anti-imperial 
tradition to which it belongs. It is a tradition that has been obscured by a 
generation of scholarship. Since at least the 1980s, scholars have sought to 
demonstrate that the dispossession of indigenous peoples and the destruc- 
tion of indigenous societies proceeded within European legal frameworks. 
“A will to empire,” as Robert M. Williams has put it, “proceeds most ef- 
fectively under a rule of law.” Liberalism has been shown to have blood 
on its hands.’ Or, rather, key figures in the liberal canon have been shown 
to have been apologists for colonization (even though few of them would 
have described themselves as “liberals”). It is argued that the idea of rights 
in the writings of thinkers including Francesco de Vitoria, Hugo Grotius, 
John Locke, and Emeric de Vattel developed in step with the rationaliza- 
tion of empire. In this chapter, I argue that these “revisionist” accounts 
have buried a profound scepticism in the history of Western legal thought 
about the justice of colonization. Ironically, the revisionist account has also 
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obscured the problems of responsibility. If all Europeans were united in 
their moral and legal certainty about the justice of colonizing and, indeed, 
if all peoples possess a “will to empire,” then they can be said to have been 
responsible only in terms of having been a cause, but not in terms of having 
made a choice.’ 

I will argue that opposition to conquest and colonization can be traced 
in Western political thought from the beginning of European expansion in 
the early sixteenth century through to the twentieth century. This opposi- 
tion amounted to no less than a tradition. It was based upon systematically 
articulated principles, and it was self-referential. Each generation of critics 
was conscious of participating in a polemic that had a history, and they 
were profoundly knowledgeable about that history. While liberalism or, 
more broadly, Western political thought bears great responsibility for co- 
lonial devastation, the responsibility is all the greater when we understand 
that Western political thought simultaneously supported a sustained politi- 
cal critique of that devastation for over four hundred years. 


The Aristotelian Critique 


Prior to the conquest of the Americas, medieval Europeans conducted a 
long and detailed debate, which found direct inspiration in the Crusades, 
on whether it was lawful to conquer heathen peoples.° They asked whether 
non-Christian peoples held dominium, or property in their persons, goods, 
and lands. This debate was conducted between two poles. One view, rep- 
resented by the twelfth-century theologian Alanas Anglicus, held that all 
dominion was based upon belief in the true God and that earthly rulers 
receive their power and legitimacy from the Church.® The other view, ar- 
ticulated by the Aristotelian philosophers at the University of Paris, led by 
Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), used natural law to argue that property 
is based on the use of reason, and not belief in God, and that infidels are 
therefore equally capable as Christians of exercising dominion.’ Already in 
this medieval debate there was profound uncertainty about the legitimacy 
of non-European societies. 

The uncertainty about the rights of infidels was to be amplified enor- 
mously in writings on the legitimacy of the Spanish conquests of America 
initiated in 1492. Concern about the legal status of the conquests was artic- 
ulated over the course of the sixteenth century by the writers of the “School 
of Salamanca,” and particularly by Francesco de Vitoria (1485-1546), their 
most influential figure.’ Vitoria was trained as a Scholastic philosopher, a 
Thomist (a follower of Aquinas) or Aristotelian, at the University of Paris. 
He accepted the Prime Chair of Theology at the University of Salamanca 
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in 1526. In the 1530s, partly at the instigation of the Spanish Crown, Vito- 
ria began a detailed consideration of the justice of the Spanish conquests, 
which he delivered in his lectures at the university. His “On the American 
Indians” are the most important of these lectures. Vitoria’s arguments are 
well known, but worth reiterating in some detail because they had, as we 
shall see, a tremendous impact on anti-imperial thinking through to the 
twentieth century. 

Vitoria’s Dominican order was charged with administering the Inqui- 
sition into religious orthodoxy. Rumors had been circulating in Europe 
that the conquistadors had justified their conquests with the argument that 
the civilizations of the Aztecs and Incas were ungodly and therefore justly 
dispossessed. The argument that the only just society was a godly society 
was a Protestant heresy, and therefore fell within the concern of the In- 
quisition and under Vitoria’s moral authority. In response to this context, 
Vitoria set himself a simple question: namely, what is a justly constituted 
society? From this point, he could provide the grounds upon which a con- 
quest would be just, and he could determine the legality of the arguments 
already used to justify the conquests. To these problems Vitoria provided a 
characteristically Thomist and Aristotelian answer. The world, he argued, 
was created by God (and is governed) according to laws that are universal. 
These laws are latent in nature and are thereby known as natural laws. The 
laws of nature exist in potential, and it is the purpose (and distinguishing 
feature) of humans to release that potential through the exploitation of na- 
ture. Humans must use reason to transform the material world into chairs, 
tables, houses, roads, bridges, and cities. But they must also transform the 
moral potential of nature, so that friendship and natural community, for 
example, can be transformed into social and political institutions including 
marriage, the family, religion (Christian or otherwise), commerce, laws, and 
civil society. Where these outward signs of the exploitation of nature are 
evident, it is clear that justly constituted societies have been established. 

Vitoria then pointed out that the societies of the Americans that had 
been conquered by the Spaniards were self-evidently such just societies be- 
cause their domain was not, as he put it in terms of Roman law, res nullius: 
that is, it was not a thing void of use.” The “Indians” had, he argued, “some 
order in their affairs: they have properly organised cities, proper marriages, 
magistrates and overlords, laws, industries, and commerce, all of which 
require the use of reason. They likewise have a form of religion, and they 
correctly apprehend things that are apparent to other men, which indicates 
the use of reason.”?!° 

It remained, therefore, to consider the legality of the titles by which 
the Spanish had claimed their American possessions. Vitoria dismissed the 
1493 Donation whereby Pope Alexander VI had given the non-Christian 
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world to the west of the Atlantic to the Spanish, and the East to the Portu- 
guese, because he did not accept the Church’s pretensions to temporal juris- 
diction."! The claim that the American peoples were ungodly and therefore 
justly dispossessed was dismissed as heretical.'? He likewise dismissed the 
claim that possession could be “by right of discovery”—that could only ap- 
ply where goods, or land, have no owner, and here he observed, “we need 
not argue long” because the “barbarians possessed true public and private 
dominion.” He raised the possibility that the “barbarians” could be mad- 
men or infantile, which could justify their protection (although not stealing 
their goods), but he pointed out again that he had clearly shown that they 
have “order in their affairs.”!* He then arrived at the extraordinary conclu- 
sion that “it is clear from all that I have said that the Spaniards, when they 
first sailed to the land of the barbarians, carried with them no right at all to 
occupy their countries.” At this point, as Anthony Pagden has observed, 
Vitoria appeared, at least on paper, to have robbed the Spanish king of 
dominium (the right to property), and to have endangered his imperium (or 
sovereignty), in America.!° | 

Having delegitimized the conquest, Vitoria then inquired upon what 
basis Spaniards might legally be able to go to the Americas (albeit not as 
conquistadors). Again, here his answer was characteristically Aristotelian 
in that it was based upon the assumption of human sociability. Humans, 
Vitroria argued, are sociable animals; they have a natural inclination to 
live in communities. The natural fellowship of humanity requires that all 
peoples should welcome others amongst them as part of the natural com- 
munication and partnership between “man and man.”” Forms of natural 
communication include the activities of missionaries and peaceful com- 
merce. Should any people reject this right to move amongst the human 
community, they would be understood to have violated natural law and 
may have established a just cause for war. 

Many historians have claimed that with these arguments Vitoria pro- 
vided a secular justification for conquest.!® Indeed, Vitoria did provide 
material for justifications of conquest by subsequent generations. Future 
generations would argue that Amerindians and other colonized peoples 
had not established dominion through the exploitation of nature, and they 
also demanded the natural right of communication, including the right 
to trade and to preach. But Vitoria did not himself describe Amerindian 
societies in these terms, nor did he claim that fellowship had been denied. 
Rather he insisted that it was the Spanish, and not the Amerindians, who 
had violated the natural rights of communication.” He believed that the 
fate of the American peoples was closely tied to that of Europeans. As a 
leader of the Inquisition, he did not want to see the universalist claims 
of the church nor the heretical argument about just societies being godly 
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societies rebound on European states. Nor did he want to see people hold- 
ing just dominion stripped of their rights to property. His concerns were 
prescient—Europe was sliding into two centuries of bloody war fought 
over precisely these questions. 

Vitoria was not an isolated figure. His natural law theories and his 
discomfort with the American conquests were amplified by subsequent 
generations at Salamanca, from his celebrated pupil Domingo de Soto 
through to the Jesuits Luis de Molina and Francisco Suarez. They were 
also echoed in Bartolomé de Las Casas’ famous denunciation of Spanish 
cruelty. Importantly, this natural law tradition, with its scepticism of con- 
quest, would form the foundation for modern discussions of natural and, 
later, “human” rights. 


Grotius and Pufendorf 


European colonizers and trading empires were acutely conscious of the 
writings of the Salamanca School and the problems they presented for the 
legitimacy of continuing conquest and colonization. When the Dutch at- 
tempted to establish trade in the East Indies, they found themselves blocked 
by the activities of the Portuguese, who claimed prior rights of discovery 
and the legitimacy conferred by the Donation of Alexander. The Dutch 
East India Company employed Hugo Grotius (1583-1645), one of the most 
precocious intellects of his generation, to respond to the Portuguese case. 
Among his achievements, Grotius has been viewed as the founder of the 
theory of international law as well as a founder of the “modern” school of 
natural law (basing natural laws on the universality of self-interest rather 
than upon human sociability). Grotius’ understanding of American con- 
quest was that large tracts of the continent were sparsely inhabited and 
underexploited, although he condemned the conquest of societies that ap- 
preciate the operation of natural law. 

In his writings on the East Indies, however, particularly in The Free 
Sea (Mare Liberum), his views were hardly distinguishable from Vitoria’s 
polemic. Following Vitoria, Grotius demolished each of the Portuguese 
and Spanish claims to dominium and imperium in the Indies, devoting a 
chapter to each claim: first, the claim to dominion based upon discovery, 
then by the “Pope’s gift,” then “by title of war” or conquest, and finally 
by religion. In response to the claim to “title by invention,” or discovery, 
Grotius followed Vitoria’s reasoning that the “Indians” “have, and always 
had, their kings, their commonwealth, their laws, and their liberties”: that 
is, lawful society was already constituted in a manner demonstrating that 
the “Indians” understood the operation of natural law.*° Moreover, he 
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pointed out, discovery never provides title “for to find [i.e., possess] is 
not to see a thing with the eyes but to lay hold of it with the hands.”?! He 
concluded: “Vitoria therefore rightly saith that the Spaniards got no more 
authority over the Indians for this cause than the Indians had over the 
Spaniards if any of them had come formerly into Spain.”?? Grotius also 
offered the possibility, again raised by Vitoria, that the Indians could be 
“out of their wits and unsensible” but concluded that they were “ingenious 
and sharp witted.”*° 

On Pope Alexander’s donation of the East Indies to the Portuguese, 
Grotius noted first of all that “our Lord Christ had rejected all earthly 
government” so that he could not have “translated” temporal power either 
to “Peter or the Church of Rome.” Again he concluded by the authority 
of “the opinion of Cajetanus and Vitoria... that it is not a sufficient title 
against the Indians ... [simply] because the Pope gave those provinces.”** 
On the question of just war, Grotius declared: “there were no cause truly 
that they should pretend war. For they who pursue the barbarians with 
war, as the Spaniards do the people of America, are wont to pretend two 
things: that they are hindered from trading with them, or because they will 
not acknowledge the doctrine of true religion. As for trading, the Portu- 
galls obtained it of the Indians, so that in this behalf they have no reason to 
complain.”*> On “the other pretence,” namely that of conquest in the name 
of religion, he cited Cajetan on the doctrine that Vitoria adopted: namely, 
that for infidel countries, “the lords thereof, although infidels, are lawful 
lords, whether they be governed by regal or political government, neither 
are they deprived of dominion of the lands or goods for their infidelity.”*° 

Consistent with the direction of postcolonial political thought, recent 
studies of Grotius have argued not only that he was the founder of inter- 
national law, but that he was an apologist for the expansion of Europe, an 
“imperialist thinker.”*” Thus the foundations of international law were cast 
in a colonial mold. The polemical purpose of The Free Sea was not merely 
to challenge Portuguese colonization in the East, but to establish trading 
rights for the Dutch.*® Those trading rights have been understood to be the 
thin edge of a colonial wedge. At the same time, it is clear that at no time 
did Grotius claim dominium and, far less, imperium for the Dutch in the 
East. One cannot help wondering that, as for Vitoria, his writing has been 
understood anachronistically in the light of subsequent events. 

The critique of European colonial practices becomes even more pro- 
nounced when we turn from Grotius to Pufendorf (1632-1694), one of the 
greatest natural law writers of the seventeenth century. Pufendorf was a 
native of Saxony, educated in the Grotian school of moral and political 
philosophy. One of the striking differences between Grotius and Pufendorf 
is in how they read Vitoria. Whereas Grotius understood Vitoria to have 
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been attacking the Spanish conquests, Pufendorf interpreted Vitoria as an 
apologist for empire and developed his own profound critique of colonial 
rationalizations. According to Pufendorf, “Franciscus a Victoria, Relectio- 
nes de Indis, Pt.V, § 3, does not win many to his position when he discusses 
the adequate grounds on which the Spaniards felt themselves entitled to 
subdue the Indians.”*? He continued: “It is crude indeed to try to give oth- 
ers so indefinite a right to journey and live among us, with no thought of 
the number in which they come, their purpose in coming, as well as the 
question of whether ... they propose to stay but a short time or settle 
among us permanently.”*° Pufendorf was able to put Vitoria’s discussion of 
the rights of “natural communication” in doubt because, in common with 
the “modern” natural law writers, his understanding of natural law rested 
less upon the supposition of a universal human fellowship and more upon 
the notion of the universal rule of self-interest. 

He had very little further to say in explicit reference to peoples con- 
quered by Europeans, but he proceeded to critique the legal arguments 
based upon “use” that had come to support European colonial ventures. 
God’s command that men should “use the products of the earth” (which 
was a Staple justification of colonial ventures) was not, Pufendorf argued, 
the “immediate cause of dominion.”*! Dominion, he argued, arises from 
consent, from the agreement of the community about the nature and limits 
of ownership. Thus, he pointed out, a community may decide legitimately 
to employ proprietorship whereby individuals possess things for their own 
use, Or they may rather hold some or all of the goods and land in “positive 
community”: that is, in a communal ownership. In both cases, Pufendorf 
insists, all claims by outsiders to those goods are excluded. He implicitly 
rejected here the argument used by colonizers that native peoples who had 
not established individual proprietorship had failed to establish dominion. 
Following this argument, Pufendorf mounted a powerful defence of the 
differences between peoples, arguing that ownership and sovereignty could 
be based upon a variety of different relationships to the land. God, he de- 
clared, “gave men an indefinite right” to the “earth and its products,” “yet 
the manner, intensity, and extent of this power were left to the judgement 
and disposition of men; whether, in other words, they would confine it 
within certain limits, or within none at all, and whether they wanted ev- 
ery man to have a right to everything, or only to a certain and fixed part 
of things, or to be assigned his definite portion with which he should rest 
content and claim no right to anything else.”** He added: “Yet it was far 
from God to prescribe a universal manner of possessing things, which all 
men were bound to observe. And so things were created neither proper nor 
common (in positive community) by any express command of God, but 
these distinctions were later created by men.”°*° 
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The English Colonization of America 


How did Pufendorf arrive at this dramatically different understanding of 
the implications of natural law for colonization? And how did he come to 
see Vitoria as an apologist for European expansion? Between the writing 
of Grotius’ Mare Liberum (1609) and Pufendorf’s De Jure Naturae (1672), 
the character of European colonization and the ideological justifications 
for colonization had undergone dramatic change. Nowhere was this change 
more evident than in the English colonization of America. English coloniz- 
ers had absorbed the implications of the Salamanca School writers, and 
of Vitoria in particular, and as a result they had altered radically the po- 
lemical force of those writers. The Virginia Council’s plans to establish a 
colony in America, realised in 1607, were greatly troubled by the writings 
of the Salamanca School. When the Virginia Council met in its first years 
its members debated whether they should promote their colony. The notes 
for One meeting record a debate on whether “some form of justification of 
our plantation might be conceived and pass... into many hands.” After 
long deliberation, the members decided against publishing a justification 
for the colony for a number of reasons. Above all, it was observed that 
when the Spanish king had subjected the Spanish conquest to the consid- 
eration of the “Casuists and Confessors” (namely, the Salamanca School), 
the consequence was that they “declyn’d him from that severe and unjust 
course.” According to the Virginia Council minutes, the Salamanca writers 
“gathered for him [the Spanish king] no title, of Dominion or property, but 
only a Magistracy and Empire [1.e. tmperium].” Certainly, here Vitoria was 
still being read with the meaning he intended. Remarkably, the Council 
members concluded: “Because therefore, we shal be putt to defend our title, 
not yet publiquely quarrelled, not only comparatively to be as good as the 
Spaniards... but absolutely to be good against the Naturall people: some 
thought it better to abstayne from this unnessisary way of provocation, and 
reserve ourselves to the defensive part.” 34 Reading Vitoria led the Virginia 
Council to believe that they “would be putt,” that they would find it diffi- 
cult, to justify their title in America “against the Natural] people,” 1.e., the 
Indians. Put baldly, the English people who established the first permanent 
English colony in America believed that there was a strong probability that 
they had no sovereign rights there and that their colony would unjustly 
dispossess the indigenous inhabitants. And they were led to this conclusion 
through reading the most important early modern natural law discussions 
about the idea of natural rights. These colonial interests did not allow such 
anxieties to stop them.» 

It is clear, however, that at this point in time, as under the Spanish 
empire, the tradition of thinking about political rights was understood to 
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be antagonistic to colonization. This English anxiety about dispossession 
was expressed repeatedly throughout the following expansion of English 
settlement in North America. English writers frequently acknowledged 
that Native Americans lived in legitimate political societies and they denied 
any intention to dispossess these peoples. °° Accordingly, English colonizers 
routinely acknowledged the natural law principle that “a Christian may 
take nothing from a heathen against his will.... We will take nothing 
from the Savages by power nor pillage, by craft nor violence, neither goods, 
lands nor libertie, much lesse life.”>” 

How, then, were the English able to reconcile colonization with recogni- 
tion of the Indians as civilized peoples in full possession of natural rights? 
They were not able to. They were obliged either to acknowledge the injustice 
of their actions, or to redescribe native peoples as uncivil and therefore hold- 
ing only rudimentary rights. Here the problems of Vitoria’s defense of the 
peoples conquered by Spain became apparent (as did the reasons for Pufen- 
dorf’s later rejection of many of those principles). Vitoria’s defense, based 
upon the exploitation of the laws of nature, was a double-edged sword. A 
change of empirical description was all that was required to deny conquered 
peoples of their rights. “Who will think,” William Strachey argued, “it is 
an unlawful act, to fortefye, and strengthen our selves (as Nature requires) 
with the best helpes, and by sitting down with Guards, and forces about us, 
in the wast and vast, unhabited groundes of their amongst a world of which 
not one foot of a thousand, do they either use or know how to turne to any 
benefit, and therefore lyes so great a Circuit vayne and idle before them?”*® 
Native Americans were no longer civil. The law of nature was central to this 
redescription; as the metaphysical poet and Dean of St Paul’s, John Donne, 
argued in his sermon to the Virginia Company: “In the law of Nature and 
Nations, a land never inhabited, by any, or utterly derelicted and immemori- 
ally abandoned by the former Inhabitants, becomes theirs that will possesse 
it. So also is it, if the inhabitants doe not in some measure fill the Land, so 
as the Land may bring forth her increase for the use of men.”°? 

In addition to employing natural law to describe Native Americans 
as uncivil, the English passed through the door of “communication” that 
Vitoria had left open. They claimed rights of community and trade. The 
Indians, they argued, could not deny the natural law rights of humans to 
move freely amongst each other, and commerce was clearly an extension 
of this right. Accordingly, William Strachey declared: “the Law of Nations 
...admits yt lawfull, to trade with any manner of People... the Salvages 
themselves may not impugne, or forbid the same in respect of Common fel- 
lowship and Community betwixt man and man.”* In this manipulation of 
Salamanca doctrines we find one reason why Pufendorf found it necessary 
to attack Vitoria’s arguments concerning trade and fellowship. 
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Through these means the English arrived at a justification of coloniza- 
tion pursued through commerce, which they distinguished from the Spanish 
empire that was based upon conquest." Where the Spanish had expanded 
with the sword, the English, so they argued, expanded through cultivation 
and resorted to military means only as a matter of defense. This justifi- 
cation of English colonization received its most celebrated formulation in 
John Locke’s Two Treatises of Government, in particular, in his essay “Of 
Property” in the second treatise. Indeed, Locke (1632-1704) is often seen 
as the originator of the justification of colonization by cultivation (known 
as the “agriculturalist argument”), although the essential pieces of the ar- 
gument were in place, as we have seen, more than seventy years before 
he wrote the treatises. In much-cited passages, Locke argued that though 
the earth was given by God in common “to all men, yet every man has a 
Property in his own Person.” It followed that the “Labour of his Body, and 
the Work of his Hands, we may say, are properly his.” Whatsoever a man 
“hath mixed his Labour with,” and so “joined” it to himself, “he thereby 
makes it his Property.”** Although an admirer of Pufendorf, Locke had ab- 
solutely no doubt that property was based in use. Moreover, the greater the 
use, or exploitation, of nature, the stronger the hold on property. For this 
reason, the claims of a people that hold property in common will be “over- 
balanced” by those who pursue the “Property of labour.” Indeed, Native 
Americans were guilty of not profiting from the gifts of nature: “An Acre 
of Land that bears here Twenty Bushels of Wheat, and another in America, 
which, with the same Husbandry, would do the like, are, without doubt, 
of the same natural, intrinsick Value. But yet the Benefit Mankind receives 
from the one, in a Year, is worth 5 /. and from the other possibly not worth 
a Penny, if all the Profit an Indian received from it were to be valued, and 
sold here: at least, I may truly say, not 1/1000.”* 

There is no question about the depth of Locke’s involvement in the 
colonization of Carolina, which extended beyond his office as secretary of 
the lords proprietors of Carolina. Nor is there any doubt that the defense of 
English colonization was an important purpose of Locke’s Two Treatises.” 
Indeed, much of the revisionism in postcolonial political thought has fo- 
cused upon Locke, for the dual reasons that he remains one of the most 
important figures for liberalism and because his apology for colonization 
was unambiguous. 


Emeric de Vattel and Christian Wolff 


I have isolated two common responses to the tension between natural law 
doctrines and colonization. One was the description of colonized peoples 
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as uncivil, and Locke made the classic statement in that genre. The other 
was to declare dispossession unjust. Discussions of the rights of indigenous 
peoples have frequently been trapped between these poles. They have often 
demonstrated an ambiguity that betrays an awareness that the tradition 
of thinking about rights had been used as vigorously to defend indigenous 
peoples as it had to attack them. This tension is evident even in some of 
the most dramatic attacks upon the rights of colonized peoples. Emeric de 
Vattel’s Droit des Gens (1758) is regarded widely as a statement of Lockean 
principles and it was more widely cited in eighteenth- and nineteenth-cen- 
tury discussions of the rights of colonized peoples than was Locke’s Two 
Treatises. Vattel (1714-1767) argued repeatedly that the North American 
Indians had been justly dispossessed because they claimed more land than 
they could use: “The people of those extensive tracts rather ranged than 
inhabited them.”* He endorsed the argument that cultivation of the soil es- 
tablished the strongest claim to property in the land. While it is true, how- 
ever, that Vattel articulated the agriculturalist argument, he lacked Locke’s 
unflinching certainty that the dispossession of peoples who were believed 
to be at earlier stages of historical development was justified by natural law. 
Like Vitoria and Grotius, he disdained the European doctrine of discovery 
whereby navigators claimed title in the name of their sovereigns by virtue 
of having “erected some monument.””¢ He agreed that the “conquest of the 
civilized empires of Peru and Mexico was a notorious usurpation.” And for 
this reason, he praised the “moderation” of the New England Puritans who 
“purchased off the Indians the land.”*” And, later in Book II, he made the 
ambiguous observation that 


Families wandering in a country, as the nations of shepherds, and ranging 
through it as their wants require, possess it in common: it belongs to them to 
the exclusion of all other nations; and we cannot, without injustice, deprive 
them of the tracts of country of which they make use... . The savages of North 
America had no right to appropriate all that vast continent to themselves; and 
since they were unable to inhabit the whole of those regions, other nations 
might, without injustice, settle in some parts of them, provided they left the 
natives a sufficiency of land. 


Vattel’s caution increased as he went on to claim that no nation has a right 
to narrow the boundaries of the “pastoral Arabs” unless “she be under 
want of land” or “in a case of pressing necessity.”*® This was a marked 
retreat from Locke’s invitation to exploit nature’s excess capacity, which 
depended in no way on the pressures upon the colonizer. 

Vattel’s departure from Locke is attributable partly to the impact of 
Christian Wolff (1679-1754), the most eminent writer on international law 
in the first half of the eighteenth century. Vattel was a conscientious student 
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of Wolff’s thought. Wolff had articulated the clearest defense since Vitoria 
of the sovereign rights of non-European peoples, particularly those regarded 
as not living in civil society. Indeed, while Vitoria was at pains to defend the 
subjects of Spanish conquest, he did so because he believed them to be civil. 
Wolff plugged the gap, created by Vitoria, whereby non-European peoples 
could be redescribed as uncivil. He established first that “unknown lands 
inhabited by a nation may not be occupied by foreign nations.”*? He also 
acknowledged that “certainly separate families dwelling in the same land 
are to be distinguished from nations, nor can those things be applied to 
them which have been proved concerning the right and duties of nations.”°° 
He then turned to the question of “separate families dwelling together in a 
certain territory.” He argued repeatedly that: 


if the families have no settled abode but wander through the uncultivated wilds, 
in that case, nevertheless, they are understood to have tacitly agreed that the 
lands in that territory in which they change their abodes as they please, are held 
in common, subject to the use of individuals, and it is not to be doubted but that 
it is their intention that they should not be deprived of that use by outsiders. 
Therefore they are supposed to have occupied that territory as far as concerns 
the lands subject to their use, and consequently to have jointly acquired owner- 
ship of those lands, so that the use of them belongs to all without distinction. 
Therefore those lands are subject to a mixed community-holding.°*! 


He conceded that “things are occupied for the sake of their use,” but re- 
sponded that “if, indeed, separate families should be accustomed to wander 
about after the manner of the Scythians [the classic early modern example 
of barbarity] through uncultivated wilds ... the intention of wandering, 
which is governed by that intended use gives sufficient evidence of the occu- 
pation of the lands subject to their use, although they have not established 
a permanent abode on them.””? 

Wolff even questioned the centrality of “use” (so important for Locke) 
in the understanding of property, moving closer to Pufendorf’s understand- 
ing that ownership has its basis in consent. Having said that things are oc- 
cupied for their use, he was then able to declare, in complete opposition to 
Locke, that “ownership is not lost by a non-user.”*’ In what was a devas- 
tating critique of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century colonial practice, he 
argued that the lands of “separate wandering families” “can be occupied 
by no one coming into the territory inhabited by these families, even if at 
the time those who inhabit the territory are not using those lands.”°* Wolff 
reached the inevitable conclusion that the imperium, or sovereignty, claimed 
by contemporary colonizers was invalid insofar as it was based upon what 
we have come to call the agriculturalist argument. In the chapter “Whether 
separate families can be subject to civil sovereignty,” he simply concluded 


Anticolonialism in Western Political Thought 67 


“no one has the right to subject separate families to civil sovereignty.” “By 
nature all men are free,” he argued, and “therefore, since a right born with 
him can be taken from no man, but since it certainly is taken away in part, if 
any are subjected to civil sovereignty against their will; in either hypothesis 
no one has the right to subject to civil sovereignty separate families dwelling 
in a certain territory.” 


The Late-Eighteenth-Century Attack on Empire 


These remarkable sentiments developed the recognition, already found in 
Pufendorf, that each society’s claims to ownership had to be measured at 
least to some degree in their own terms. This natural law defence of the 
rights of indigenous peoples-—with its relativism—was to be developed 
into a powerful late-eighteenth-century attack on European empire. Vito- 
ria, and many of those he influenced, challenged the justice of European 
empire on the basis that universal laws of behavior exist and that, ac- 
cording to those laws, non-European peoples conformed sufficiently to 
the norms of humanity such that it would be unjust to dispossess them. 
Eighteenth-century writers, referred to as “Enlightenment thinkers,” de- 
veloped the natural law critique of empire into something very different. 
They opposed empire on the basis of a moral relativism—that is, on the 
basis that humanity is constituted through its mores and that the mores 
of different peoples are incommensurable. This shift from universalism to 
relativism had begun in Pufendorf and Wolff’s writings, partly in response 
to the colonial manipulation of natural law universalism. Writing on the 
late eighteenth century, Sankar Muthu has recently revealed the depth of 
this anti-imperial thinking and its basis in what he refers to as “cultural” 
understandings of humanity (although, as Muthu points out, “culture” 
was not a term used in this sense in the eighteenth century).°° Muthu’s illu- 
minating analysis concentrates on Denis Diderot (1713-1784), Immanuel 
Kant (1724-1804), and Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803), although 
he claims mistakenly that anti-imperial thought was exceptional to the 
second half of the eighteenth century. 

In anonymous passages in the Abbé Raynal’s Histoire philosophique et 
politique des établissements et du commerce des Européens dans les deux 
Indes (1770), Diderot made impassioned attacks upon European expansion 
reminiscent of the writings of Las Casas: “Savage Europeans! You doubted 
at first whether the inhabitants of the regions you had just discovered were 
not animals which you might slay without remorse because they were black, 
and you were white. .. . In order to re-people one part of the globe that you 
have laid waste, you corrupt and depopulate another.”*’ Similarly, Kant, 
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who in his early career had been a member of the Wolffian philosophical 
school that dominated German philosophy in the mid-eighteenth century, 
deplored the tyranny of European colonizing powers. He declared: 


It can still be asked whether, when neither nature nor chance but just our own 
will brings us into the neighborhood of a people that holds out no prospect of 
a civil union with it, we should not be authorized to found colonies, by force 
if need be, in order to establish a civil union with them and bring these human 
beings (savages) into a rightful condition (as with the American Indians, the 
Hottentots and the inhabitants of New Holland [i.e. Australia]); or (which is 
not much better), to foundcolonies by fraudulent purchase of their land, and so 
become owners of their land, making use of our superiority without regard for 
their first possession.* 


And Herder insisted on the relativism that nourished this abhorrence of 
colonization: “Let justice be done to other ways of life, which, from the 
constitution of the Earth, hath been destined, equally with agriculture, to 
contribute to the development of humankind... . If nature has anywhere 
attained her end, she attained it everywhere. The practical understanding 
of human beings was intended to blossom and bear fruit in all its variet- 
ies: and hence such a diversified Earth was ordained for so diversified a 
species.”>? 

There is a widely held view that the notion of natural and, therefore, 
universal rights became dormant from the outset of the nineteenth cen- 
tury and remained so until after World War II.°° Following the French 
Revolution, the natural rights tradition mutated into a concern with “hu- 
man” rights that, through the strength of nineteenth-century nationalism, 
retreated into specific national preoccupations. According to this view, the 
“rights of man became increasingly political rights,” which meant they 
were confined to certain kinds of political regimes, namely “civilized” 
societies.°! Maintaining its distinctive rights became the concern of each 
particular regime. Accordingly, concern for colonized peoples came to be 
expressed throughout the nineteenth century, as Anthony Pagden puts it, 
as a “duty” and not interms of the intrinsic rights of those peoples. This is 
a common understanding of nineteenth- and early twentieth-century argu- 
ments defending indigenous peoples: such arguments are characterized as 
“philanthropic,” or “humanitarian,” sentiments that were more often than 
not expressed by missionaries.°* These “humanitarians” were motivated 
by their own Christian duty rather than by an appreciation of the natural 
rights tradition.°° 

The understanding of the nineteenth century as void of a language 
of universal rights is mistaken. The natural rights tradition continued to 
flourish in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. This should at least 
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be evident from the fact that the “agriculturalist” argument, which was 
fundamentally a natural law doctrine, was used vigorously to deny that 
indigenous peoples had rights. The attack upon the rights of indigenous 
peoples had to be mounted from the perspective of universal rights, and 
the canon of rights theorists (more often Vattel than Locke) was mobilized 
for that attack. But the universal rights tradition was also used ina positive 
sense, throughout the nineteenth century, to defend colonized peoples and 
to attack the arbitrary power wielded by colonizers. There is space here 
only to explore two illustrative cases. 


The Nineteenth Century—Saxe Bannister 


Saxe Bannister (1790-1877) was in many ways typical of what has been 
described as the “humanitarian” nineteenth-century opposition to coloni- 
zation. Bannister was certainly enthusiastic about the virtues of “civiliza- 
tion,” and he accordingly supported the idea of a civilizing mission. But he 
was a vociferous critic of the reality of colonization and particularly of the 
dispossession of indigenous peoples. There were “humanitarian” elements 
to his thought and he was closely associated with the antislavery campaign. 
“Humanitarian,” however, was a term that was often used vituperatively 
rather than in self-description, which should lead to more caution in its 
historical use.°* Bannister’s opposition to colonization can be described 
more accurately as participating in the tradition of anti-imperialist political 
thought. He was immensely knowledgeable about the history of coloniza- 
tion, about the history of colonial abuses, and the history of opposition to 
colonization, and he employed that knowledge in his own campaigns. He 
wrote several accounts, in his own words, of the “whole course of British 
colonial history.” He also wrote a Defense of the Indians of North Amer- 
ica as well as separate studies of South Africa, North Africa, and Australia, 
and numerous biographical essays including, notably, one on Herder.® 
Importantly, while Bannister deplored the violence and crimes of set- 
tlers on the colonial frontier, he identified the cause of colonial abuses to 
be the administration of the colonial office in London, and he campaigned 
for the reform of that office. He also had a claim to base his writings on 
the direct experience of colonization. In 1823, he was sent to Canada as 
a commissioner responsible for the reform of the Indian Department.®® 
From 1823 to 1826, he served as the first Attorney General of New South 
Wales. In that role, he apparently alienated himself from further govern- 
ment service. Subsequently, according to his own claims, in 1836 he “orig- 
inated” the Aborigine’s Protection Society in London, which played an 
important role in critiquing the treatment of indigenous peoples, and he 
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made submissions to the 1837 Parliamentary Select Committee Inquiry 
into the treatment of Aboriginal peoples.°’ 

In many of his writings, Bannister accepted the fait accompli of colo- 
nial sovereignty and concerned himself with questions of dominium, or 
property. He argued consistently against the dispossession of indigenous 
peoples. But at times Bannister also challenged the imperium of the colo- 
nizing powers, particularly where he could see that colonization was being 
initiated rather than already accomplished. For example, in his Appel en 
faveur d’Alger et de l’Afrique du Nord, now an apparently unread work 
judging from the absence of citations, Bannister attacked the colonization 
attempt being launched by the French in Alger and in North Africa more 
generally. He published this appeal in French and at Paris to be sure that 
he reached his intended audience.® Bannister urged the French government 
not to pursue what he described as a “project of extermination”: “New 
plans are nevertheless proposed everyday to enrich France at the expense of 
Alger. Without examining all of them, we will recall the project of exter- 
mination (E) proposed against the millions of people to whom the country 
belongs with as much right as Paris belongs to the French.”® He then de- 
clared: “We claim, on the contrary, independence for the North Africans in 
the real meaning of the word and such as the proclamation has announced; 
and to establish it, we request that the native people of the country be 
called to declare in the face of Europe their opinions on the most suitable 
form of government. It belongs to them to determine this form: it is up to 
Europe, and especially to France, to support them with wisdom and honor. 
France has to become the friend of a free Africa.””° 

Bannister was careful to assure his French audience that he was not de- 
ploring their colonia] abuses while being blind to those of his own country: 
“We should not allow England to forget that the humiliations imposed on 
the peoples of North Africa are just a repetition of the humiliations Eng- 
land is imposing upon the peoples of South Africa. Floods of African blood 
shed without provocation in Cafrerie in 1828 (H); arbitrary acts which 
have been left without compensation on the borders of the Cape of Good 
Hope; cold blooded massacres committed in Australian in 1826 (I), with- 
out regard to all the laws, impose too eloquently silence on the English gov- 
ernment.””’ Importantly, Bannister based his hopes not upon philanthropy 
or humanity but in a language of “rights” and an appeal to “législation 
internationale” or international law.” 

It is important at this point to consider why opponents of European 
colonization mounted such passionate attacks on the violations of the rights 
of colonized peoples. There is no doubt that there was a high-minded ele- 
ment to their objections. Clearly, many opponents were motivated by the 
belief in acommon humanity and by a concern for human dignity. But the 
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motive of high-mindedness is insufficient an explanation for the sustained 
Opposition over five hundred years that constitutes an anti-imperial tradi- 
tion. The “expansion” of Europe conducted over those five hundred years 
was paralleled, and to some degree driven, by the creation of the modern 
European state.’? The creation of the state was, by definition, the consoli- 
dation of sovereign power over a territory and its population. This creation 
of “territorial competence” provoked a response from European subjects 
who were anxious to define the limits and regulation of sovereign power 
(particularly in relation to the issues of property and religious conscience).”* 
One of the principal political languages employed to define those limits was 
the language of rights that was developed largely from theories of natu- 
ral (and Roman) law.” Protection from the abuses of sovereign power de- 
manded universal laws regarding the nature of sovereign power and the 
status of subjects. Vitoria, Pufendorf, Wolff, and Kant are best known as 
several of the foundational writers on the concept of rights in Western po- 
litical thought. Many of these writers, both renowned and obscure, who 
proclaimed and developed the theories of natural (and later “human”) 
rights, made the question of the rights of colonized peoples central to their 
discussions. If the laws regarding sovereigns and subject were universal, 
then the failure by a European sovereign, or his or her agents, to respect 
the rights of a colonized people was theoretically equivalent to the violation 
of European subjects’ rights. It has to be remembered that these authors 
conducted their discussions of rights over centuries in which Europe was 
immersed in conflicts between sovereigns with absolutist pretensions and 
subjects demanding basic rights. Saxe Bannister, for example, was writing 
against the background of Chartism and the pressure to extent the fran- 
chise in England. It is important to note that he wrote extensively not only 
on colonial reform, but also on the reform of the British government and 
British education system. In this context, the threat posed by these writers 
to the imperial grandeur or the colonial profits of their sovereigns was for 
them a minor consideration. 

To the concern about the political rights of Europeans we must add a 
second and related context that motivated European writers on the rights 
of colonized peoples. Throughout the colonial period, Europe experienced 
successive wars of occupation, from the wars of religion in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries, to the Napoleonic wars and the First and Second 
World Wars. The problems of the laws of occupation during war were very 
similar and in many ways identical to those prevailing in colonies (although 
belligerent occupation did not always, of course, lead to settlement). Euro- 
pean writers concerned with colonial occupation often stressed that con- 
quering armies in Europe, while possessing imperium, had no rights of 
dominion and were obliged to respect the laws of the occupied country.” 
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Similarly, in international law, colonization, despite the best efforts of pro- 
moters, was often difficult to distinguish from conquest pursued by war 
(and, indeed, this was precisely the judgment of Chief Justice Marshall in 
the United States in 1823). Such were the parallels between the two con- 
texts that the term “occupation” was applied in both cases and the same 
body of international law was applied to explain both situations. 


The Anti-imperial Response to the 1884/85 Conference at Berlin 


Against this background, it is possible to argue, of course, that the univer- 
salism of the natural rights theorists had a very particular and self-interested 
motivation. That theories of the rights of colonized peoples were provoked 
by European concerns is evident from Charles Salomon’s L’Occupation des 
Territoires sans Maitre (1887), a treatise on the rights of colonized peoples 
and on the powers of colonizers. Salomon (1862-1936), a Doctor of Law 
in Paris, belonged to the final anti-imperial genre that I wish to consider. 
He was careful to trace the development of theories on the rights of colo- 
nized peoples from a detailed examination of Vitoria through the history of 
European colonization. Central to his inquiry was the problem of whether 
sovereignty gives rights over property, observing that: “it was believed for 
a long time... that sovereignty was a right of property.” He responded 
that “this dangerous conception ... which was adopted by absolute mon- 
archy, was completely rejected from the public law of modern states by the 
French Revolution.” ’’ This response reveals clearly what was at stake in the 
discussion of indigenous rights: the conflict between powerful states with 
prerogative powers, absolute or otherwise, and the demands for liberty by 
European subjects. 

Salomon’s defense of indigenous rights belongs to a host of treaties 
written on the same question following the 1884/85 Conference at Berlin 
between the colonizing powers. The immediate aim of the conference was 
to establish “rules” that should apply in the rapidly unfolding colonization 
of Africa. These rules stated that a colonizer’s sovereignty in Africa would 
only be recognized on the basis of “effective occupation” (that is, not on 
the basis of “discovery” or flag-raising). Nonetheless, the act agreed on at 
Berlin provoked numerous responses from writers on international law. 
Many were disturbed by the legally arbitrary manner in which the colo- 
nizers were proceeding. Others, while not disputing the principles agreed 
on at Berlin, were unhappy with the implementation of those principles in 
practice. The consequence was a series of works on the limits of imperial 
powers, on the conditions in which a territory can be occupied, and on the 
rights of occupied peoples.” 
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Gaston Jéze (1869-1953) was in many ways typical of these authors. 
In his Etude Théorique et Pratique sur L’occupation (1896), Jéze acknowl- 
edged the criticism of the Berlin conference: “However, we would be told, 
the Powers had in 1884, during the Berlin Conference, a good opportunity 
to show, in the highest way, their generous intentions and to proclaim in 
the face of the world their absolute respect for the sovereign rights of the 
barbarian peoples. And yet, the Declaration does not contain, neither ex- 
plicitly nor implicitly, anything of that kind.”” Jéze, however, disagreed 
with this judgment. He argued that the Berlin Act contained enough sub- 
stance to protect the sovereignty and property of indigenous Africans, 
and that the subsequent abuses of those rights had arisen from the states 
and companies acting without regard to the agreement.*® Reviewing the 
anti-imperial tradition Jéze observed: “As Vitoria already said in the six- 
teenth century, civilized powers have no more right to seize the territories 
of savages than savages have to occupy the European continent. The law 
of nations does not admit any distinction between the barbarians and the 
so-called civilized: men of all races, white or black, yellow or red, however 
unequal they are in fact have to be considered equal in the law.”®! He then 
turned to Kant, whose anti-imperial thoughts have been said to have been 
forgotten in the nineteenth century: “The theory is not new, but it is not 
before the end of the eighteenth century that it started recruiting numerous 
followers. One of the first, the philosopher Kant, exposed it in excellent 
terms in his Metaphysical Elements of the Doctrine of Law... we do not 
‘without a specific contract’ have the right to colonize the land of another 
people.”®* He notes Kant’s observations on the limits that colonizers must 
observe when settling near another people, and cites Kant’s stipulation that 
“if we are concerned with pastoral or hunting peoples (like the Hottentots, 
the Tongouses and most of the American nations) whose lifestyles demand 
vast and empty regions, we cannot resort to violence, but one needs to 
obtain a contract, and even then it is not allowed to take advantage of 
these aboriginals’ ignorance concerning the cession of their lands.”®? He 
added the exclamation by Gérard de Reyneval, the first French ambassador 
to the United States, that “the European conquests in the Indies, Africa 
and America have violated all the principles of natural law and the law of 
nations.”®* Delivering his own view, Jéze summarized: “On better reflec- 
tion, we decide in favor of the absolute right of the indigenous peoples. We 
believe the opposite theory does nothing but establish, on the pretext of 
civilization, the maxim ‘might ts right’ and violates, under the appearance 
of legality, the fundamental rule of racial equality.”® 

Jéze had a long career and acted upon his convictions. When the Ital- 
ians under Mussolini invaded Ethiopia, he offered his services as an eminent 
international lawyer to Haile Selassie, the King of Ethiopia, and represented 


74 Andrew Fitzmaurice 


Ethiopia’s challenge to the legitimacy of the Italian conquest in the League 
of Nations.®® His action attracted “virulent” demonstrations from the 
French monarchist and nationalist right in late 1935 and 1936. From Janu- 
ary to March 1936, the demonstrators, including the young Francois Mit- 
terand, prevented Jéze from delivering his lectures at the University of Paris. 
Similarly, during World War II, Jéeze challenged the powers of the occupying 
German army over the French Jewish community. The two cases were con- 
nected—as Jéze well understood, the laws of occupation applied in colonies 
and in European wars. 

The German occupation of Europe produced precisely the kinds of 
violations of Europeans’ rights that writers on colonization had antici- 
pated. One of the most important writers to denounce those violations 
was, of course, Raphael Lemkin. Lemkin took “The Laws of Occupation” 
to be a central question of Axis Rule in Occupied Europe. As a writer on 
international law, he was familiar with the literature on the laws of colo- 
nial occupation.*’ In unpublished manuscripts, Lemkin wrote at length 
on the Spanish conquests of America, examining in detail the Spanish 
actions in Mexico, Peru, and Yucatan.®® The judgements of Las Casas in 
particular, and also Vitoria, were central to his account of that history. In 
Lemkin’s proposal for the unpublished book Introduction to the Study of 
Genocide, among the seven grounds he listed for the “importance of the 
project” was “international law and relations.” Here Lemkin made clear 
his understanding that the concept of genocide as he had developed it was 
drawing on a tradition of anti-colonial writings that had Vitoria and Las 
Casas at its foundations: 


The history of genocide provides examples of the awakening of humanitarian 
feelings which gradually have been crystalized in formulae of international law. 
The awakening of the world conscience is traced to the times when the world 
community took an affirmative stand to protect human groups from extinction. 
Bartolome de las Casas, Vitoria, and humanitarian interventions, are all links 
in one chain leading to the proclamation of genocide as an international crime 
by the United Nations.®? 


Lemkin died before he could write the volume in which he would examine 
this anticolonial tradition in greater detail and reveal further the place of 
his own thought in that tradition. 

It is a moot point whether the word “genocide” can be meaningfully 
used to describe the horrors of colonization in the centuries that preceded 
the context in which Lemkin coined the term. But if we turn this problem 
on its head, we can ask some penetrating questions, such as, what impact 
did colonization have upon the concept of genocide? It would appear that 
the development of the concept of genocide drew not simply upon the 
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immediate context of the German occupation of Europe, but upon the 
history of colonization, and specifically upon the tradition of anticolonial 
political and legal thought that was strongly represented in writing on 
international law in the generation before Lemkin wrote Axis Rule. It 
was for this reason that Lemkin conducted extensive research on colonial 
occupations, which he examined for what he regarded as instances of 
genocide.”° Plainly, Lemkin was trying to extend the application of his ne- 
ologism “genocide” to contexts beyond the German occupation of Europe. 
He was trying to read the colonial past from the perspective of the European 
present. But clearly he also understood that colonial history formed an im- 
portant context for the development of the idea of genocide, so that on an- 
other level he was retracing his intellectual steps into the colonial past. The 
concept of universal human rights, which was fundamental to understand- 
ing genocide as a crime, had developed largely in debates over the status 
of colonized peoples.”? Lemkin’s education in international law taught him 
that one side of that debate was constituted by a tradition of anti-imperial 
thinking. He would have appreciated that the dispossession and destruction 
of occupied peoples in colonies had been conducted against the opposition 
of outspoken critics of successive generations. He would have appreciated 
also that he was taking his own place in that anti-imperial tradition. It is as 
a part of that tradition that his work must now be understood. 
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Edwin M. Borchard (New York, 1918), 423~25; and M.P. Pradier-Fodéré, Vattel’s le 
Droit des Gens (Paris, 1863). 

Jéze, Etude Théorique et Pratique sur l’ Occupation, 131 (my emphasis): “Mais, nous 
dira-t-on, les Puissances avaient en 1884, lors de la conférence de Berlin, une belle oc- 
casion de manifester hautement leurs intentions généreuses et de proclamer a la face 
du monde leur respect absolu pour les droits de souveraineté des peuples barbares. 
Et cependant, la Déclaration ne contient ni expressément, ni implicitement, rien de 
semblable.” 

Ibid., 131-56. 

Ibid., 103 (my translation): “Comme le disait déja Victoria au XVle siécle, les puis- 
sances civilisées n’ont pas plus le droit de s’emparer des territoires des sauvages que 
ceux-cin’ont le droit d’occuper lescontinent [sic] européens. Le droit des gens n’admet 
pas de distinction entre les barbares et les prétendus civilisés: les hommes de toutes 
les races, blanches ou noires, jaunes ou rouges, si inégaux qu’ils puissent étre en fait 
doivent étre considérés comme égaux en droit.” 

Ibid., 104-5 (my translation): “La théorie n’est pas nouvelle; mais ce n’est guére 
qu’a partir de la fin du XVIIle siécle qu’elle recrute des adeptes nombreux. L’un des 
premiers, le philosophe Kant, dans ses «Eléments métaphysiques de la doctrine du 
Droit», l’expose en excellentstermes: « onne peutavoir, «sans uncontrat particulier, 


80 


83. 


84. 


85. 


86. 


87. 


88. 


37: 


90. 


2X: 


Andrew Fitzmaurice 


... [le droit de] colonization sur le sol d’un autre peuple».” Cf. Muthu, Empire 
Against Enlightenment, 5: “The anti-imperialist writings of the latter half of the 
eighteenth century failed to rally later thinkers to the cause of exposing imperialist 
injustices, defending non-European peoples against imperial rule, and attacking 
the standard rationales for empire.” 

Jéze, Etude Théorique et Pratique sur l’Occupation, 104-5 (my translation): “Si l’on 
a affaire a des peuples pasteurs ou chasseurs (comme les Hottentots, les Tongouses et 
la plupart des nations américaines), dont le genre de vie exige des contrées vastes et 
désertes, on ne peut avoirrecours a la violence, mais il faut obtenir un contrat, et méme 
il n’est pas permis de profiter de |’ignorance de ces indigénes relativement 4a la cession 
de leurs terres.” 

Ibid., 105 (my translation): “Les conquétes des Européens dans les Indes, en Afrique 
et en Amérique, ont violé tous les principes de loi naturelle et du droit des gens.” The 
quotation is from Gérard de Rayneval, Imstitutions du Drott dela Nature et des Gens 
(Paris, 1803). See also Rayneval, Institutions du Droit de la Nature et des Gens, 2 vols. 
3rd ed. (Paris, 1851), 367-69 forthe extent of Rayneval’s anticolonial thought. 

Jéze, Etude Théorique et Pratique sur l’Occupation, 112 (my translation): “Aprés 
mires réflexions, c’est en faveur du droit absolu des indigénes que nous nous décidons. 
La théorie contraire, croyons-nous, ne fait que consacrer, sous prétexte de civilisation, 
la maxime «la Force prime le Droit», et violer, sous des apparences juridiques, la régle 
fondamentale de l’égalité des races.” 

Pierre Péan, Une Jeunesse Francaise. Frangois Mitterrand, 1934-1947 (Paris, 1994), 
45-61. 

It is interesting to note that both Lemkin and Jéze wrote on international financial 
movements—one of the most troubling issues of the interwar years. Lemkin’s La Ré- 
glementationdes Patements Internationaux (Paris, 1939) does not cite Jéze’s Les Paie- 
ments Internationaux (Paris, 1926), but the authors’ parallel interests indicate one of 
the contexts within which early twentieth century authors thought about rights. 
American Jewish Historical Society, New York, Box 8, Folder 12, “Spanish colonial 
genocide”; Box 7, Folder 1, “Incas”; Box 8, Folder 12, “Yucatan.” My thanks to Dirk 
Moses for his generosity in providing copies of these manuscripts. 

New York Public Library, Reel 3, Box 2, Folder 1, “Proposal for Introduction to the 
Study of Genocide.” Note that Lemkin places the term “humanitarian” in the context 
of international law. 

On Lemkin’s colonial writings, see also John Docker, “Are Settler-Colonies Inherently 
Genocidal? Re-reading Lemkin,” in this volume; and Ann Curthoys, “Raphael Lem- 
kin’s ‘Tasmania’: An Introduction,” Patterns of Prejudice 39, no. 2 (2005): 162-69. 

It is true that Lemkin distinguished the crime of genocide from the violation of hu- 
man rights. His understanding of genocide was based upon group or collective rights, 
whereas since the fifteenth century the rights tradition had been dominated by a con- 
cern with individual rights. Moreover, he was mounting a strategic defence of the 
genocide treaty within the UN (See, for example, Raphael Lemkin, “Memorandum 
on the Genocide Convention,” 3, Collection 60, Box Number 4, Folder No. 4/6, Jacob 
Rader Marcus Center of the American Jewish Archives, Hebrew Union College, Cin- 
cinnati, OH). Some UN delegates thought that existing “legislation” on human rights 
covered the crimes under the genocide treaty and that therefore it was not necessary to 
have the separate crime of genocide. Having said that, Lemkin was fully aware of the 
genesis of the concept of genocide within the rights tradition, regarding the Genocide 
Convention as a distinct branch from that tradition. 


— Chapter 3 - 


ARE SETTLER-COLONIES 
INHERENTLY GENOCIDAL? 
Re-reading Lemkin 


John Docker 


Our whole cultural heritage is a product of the contributions of all 
peoples. We can best understand this if we realize how impover- 
ished our culture would be if the so-called inferior peoples doomed 
by Germany, such as the Jews, had not been permitted to create the 
Bible or to give birth to an Einstein, a Spinosa [sic]; if the Poles had 
not had the opportunity to give to the world a Copernicus, a Cho- 
pin, a Curie, the Czechs a Huss, and a Dvorak; the Greeks a Plato 
and a Socrates; the Russians, a Tolstoy and a Shostakovich. 


—Raphael Lemkin, “Genocide—A Modern Crime”? 


... colonialism cannot be left without blame. 


—Raphael Lemkin, “Introduction to the Study of Genocide”? 


] n this chapter, I will explore the conjoining of genocide and colonialism in 
the writings of Raphael Lemkin, the brilliant Polish-Jewish jurist (1900-— 
1959). I will highlight three aspects of his thought: First, that the concept 
of genocide as created by Lemkin offers the groundwork for the delineation 
and discussion of different kinds of genocide in history—for example, geno- 
cide as episode or genocide as a more extended process. Second, that Lem- 
kin’s concept of genocide links settler-colonies and genocide in a constitutive 
and inherent relationship. Finally, that Lemkin, in his published work, but 
more powerfully in his unpublished manuscripts, developed a methodology 
that permits the possibility of subtle, intricate, and multifaceted analyses of 
settler-colonial histories in relation to genocide as an extended process that 
may also involve more sharply destructive episodes and events. 
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I will be stressing throughout the importance to Lemkin of the notion of 
cultural genocide. In his illuminating, unfinished autobiography, “Totally 
Unofficial Man,” written shortly before he died in 1958, Lemkin regrets 
that he could not persuade the relevant UN committee meeting in Paris 
after World War II to include an article in the final convention on “cultural 
genocide”: “I defended it successfully through two drafts. It meant the de- 
struction of the cultural pattern of a group, such as the language, the tradi- 
tions, the monuments, archives, libraries, churches. In brief: the shrines of 
the soul of a nation. But there was not enough support for this idea in the 
Committee. ...So witha heavy heart I decided not to press for it.” He had 
to drop an idea that, as he put it, “was very dear to me.”? 


Strengths of Lemkin’s Definitions 


Lemkin’s thinking about genocide began well before the German unleash- 
ing of World War IIT. In 1933, he was a young public prosecutor in Warsaw, 
already immersed in his life project to have certain egregious crimes out- 
lawed. Hitler had just been elected to the government in Germany. Lemkin 
was at the last moment prevented by the Polish government, fearful he 
would embarrass it, from leaving Poland to present a paper at a League of 
Nations conference on the unification of penal law held in Madrid.* The 
paper, presented in his absence, proposed the creation of the crimes of bar- 
barity and vandalism as new offences against the law of nations, that is, 
against the whole international community. Acts of barbarity—which he 
also calls acts of extermination—undermine the fundamental basis of an 
ethnic, religious, or social collectivity. They are acts that, taken as a whole, 
range from massacres and pogroms to the ruining of the economic exis- 
tence of the members of a collectivity, as well as “all sorts of brutalities” 
that attack the “dignity of the individual” as part of the campaign of exter- 
mination of the group. Lemkin also proposed for the same conference the 
crime of vandalism, the destruction of the cultural heritage of a collectivity 
as revealed in the fields of science, arts, and literature. Lemkin noted that 
the contribution of any particular collectivity to “world culture” forms the 
wealth of all humanity, even while exhibiting unique characteristics. Thus 
the destruction of any work of art of any nation must be regarded as an act 
of vandalism directed against world culture. Such acts, Lemkin said, reveal 
an asocial and destructive spirit that shocks the conscience of humanity, 
while generating extreme anxiety about the future. 

What is notable is that already in 1933, under the heading of barbarity 
and vandalism, Lemkin had assembled many of the features of his now- 
famous definition of genocide in his 1944 book Axis Rule in Occupied 
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Europe.® In particular, we can note the breadth of his 1933 formulations, 
that barbarity and vandalism involve a systematic and organized destruc- 
tion of the social order of a collectivity, in terms that may involve direct 
killing as well as actions that are economic, moral, intellectual, and cul- 
tural. In his 1944 definition, he again says that genocide is composite and 
manifold, that it signifies a coordinated plan of different actions aiming at 
the destruction of the essential foundations of life of a group. Such actions 
can, but do not necessarily entail mass killing. They involve considerations 
that are political, social, legal, intellectual, spiritual, economic, biological, 
physiological, religious, and moral. Such actions involve health, food, and 
nourishment, of family life and care of children, and of birth as well as 
death, in relation to genocide and as part of genocide. Such actions involve 
consideration of the honor and dignity of peoples, and the future of hu- 
manity as a world community.’ 

The continuity between 1933 and 1944 concerns the wide range of 
destructive acts against a group. Yet there is also something significantly 
new added in 1944, when Lemkin says that genocide may involve two 
phases, that it is a two-fold process. Here is the key passage from the 
Opening page of chapter nine of Axis Rule: “Genocide has two phases: 
one, destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed group; the other, 
the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor. This imposition, 
in turn, may be made upon the oppressed population which is allowed to 
remain, or upon the territory alone, after removal of the population and 
the colonization of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals.”® Whereas 
in 1933 Lemkin had focused on genocide as an episode or act or event, 
now he writes that genocide can also be a process, a process that describes 
and entwines genocide and settler-colonialism. 


Explorations of an Idea 


Nonetheless, in his published work Lemkin never seems to have discussed 
genocide in relation to European settler-colonies as part of a world-histori- 
cal process. In Axis Rule Lemkin refers to how the German “occupant,” in 
order to impose its national pattern, “organized a system of colonization” 
in areas that Germany wished to incorporate, including western Poland, 
Luxemburg, and Alsace-Lorraine: “The Polish population have been re- 
moved from their homes in order to make place for German settlers who 
were brought in from the Baltic States, the central and eastern districts of 
Poland, Bessarabia, and from the Reich itself. The properties and homes 
of the Poles are being allocated to German settlers; and to induce them to 
reside in these areas the settlers receive many privileges, especially in the 


84 John Docker 





way of tax exemptions.”? In an April 1945 essay, “Genocide—A Modern 
Crime,” he again refers to colonization, writing with irony that where “the 
people, such as the Poles, could not achieve the dignity of embracing Ger- 
manism, they were expelled from the area and their territory (western Po- 
land) was to be Germanized by colonization.”!? It seems clear that during 
World War II, Lemkin conceived his idea of linking genocide and coloniza- 
tion chiefly from the example of Nazi colonization of western Poland.” 

Lemkin was deeply concerned not only with contemporary events, 
however momentously catastrophic, but also with historical genocides. In 
“Totally Unofficial Man,” he says that from his “very young days” he was 
interested in historical accounts of examples of extermination of national, 
racial, and religious minorities. Lemkin here writes that he always “felt that 
history is much wiser than are lawyers and statesmen.” He confides that 
from an early age he “took a special delight in being alone, so that I could 
think and feel without outer disturbances,” and that “loneliness” became 
the essential condition of his life. History, it appears, was his lifelong com- 
panion. As is well known, during the postwar years he worked tirelessly 
in the fledgling UN circles to persuade influential people to bring about a 
UN convention criminalizing genocide.” Lemkin reflects that even during 
the most stressful days and nights he would read or re-read history books 
to keep himself “articulate and determined,” and he persuaded delegates to 
read historical cases of genocide: “Let history,” he wrote, “make a plea to 
them.” He realized, he continued, that just showing Axis Rule to commit- 
tees and delegates was not enough, because it drew only on one criminal 
experience alone, the Nazis. It was necessary to “draw on all available ex- 
periences of the past.” He started digesting historical cases of genocide and 
submitting them to delegates in the form of memoranda." 

In the autobiography, Lemkin relates the examples of genocide that 
stirred him from an early age, examples drawn from antiquity through to 
modern times. They include the destruction of the Christians by Nero; the 
Mongol hordes overrunning Russia, Poland, Silesia, and Hungary in 1241; 
the persecution of Jews in Russia by Tzar Nicholas I; the destruction of 
the Moors in Spain; and the devastation of the Huguenots. When in 1941 
Lemkin and other refugees reached Japan on the way to exile and haven 
in the United States, he reflected on the atrocious persecution of 30,000 
Japanese Catholics in the seventeenth century, who had been converted by 
Portuguese and Spanish missionaries.” 

In a footnote to chapter nine of Axis Rule, Lemkin refers to classi- 
cal examples of wars of extermination in which nations and groups of a 
population were completely or almost completely destroyed, including the 
destruction of Carthage in 146 BC and of Jerusalem by Titus in AD 72; the 
religious wars of Islam and the Crusades; the massacres of the Albigenses 


Are Settler- Colonies Inherently Genocidal? 85 


and Waldenses; and the siege of Magdeburg in the Thirty Years’ War. And 
wholesale massacres occurred in the wars waged by Genghis Khan and 
®amer ane. 

From his published work, in Axis Rule, and in his essays and autobiog- 
raphy, it would seem clear that the historical instances of genocide, though 
many and extensive, which inspired Lemkin’s lonely, lifelong quest to have 
genocide indicted in international law, did not include the European set- 
tler-colonies of the Americas, or southern Africa, or Australia. However, 
in his unpublished research and writings during the 1940s and 1950s and 
until his death in 1959, Lemkin did not confine genocide to European his- 
tory, and he also pondered with subtlety and insight the difficult problem 
of intention in relation to genocide and settler colonial societies.'® 


Lemkin’s Manuscripts: A Book Takes Shape 


The American Jewish Historical Society in New York contains boxes of 
Lemkin manuscripts with titles like (I preserve Lemkin’s spelling here) 
“German Massacre at Herrero (Southwest Africa) General Assembly 
Report, Essay and Pamphlets”; “British Treatment of Ireland”; “Char- 
lemagne”; “German Oppression of Slavs and East Europeans”; “German 
Oppression of Slavs and East Europeans (Polish)”; “History of Genocide 
Projected Book and North American Indian Research Correspondence”; 
and “Spanish Treatment of South American Indians”; and research index 
cards with headings that include “Moriscos,” “North American Indi- 
ans—Enslavement,” “North American Indians—European Expropriation 
of Land,” “North American Indians—Extermination,” “North American 
Indians—Forced Relocation,” “North American Indians—Miuscellany,” 
“Spaniards—American Indians,” “Spaniards—Peruvian Indians,” “Span- 
iards—Yucatan Indians,” and a more general card title, “Psychology and 
Sociology of Genocide.”!” 

Upon inspection, it becomes readily apparent that Lemkin in the 
1940s was working on a book, with the help of student research assis- 
tants, on the history of global genocide. Some chapters were evidently to 
concern genocide in antiquity, as with the cases of genocide that the As- 
syrians committed against peoples in the ancient world, including the He- 
brews and Babylonians (Subseries 2, Box 8, Folder 1). In Box 8, Folder 6, 
there is an evocation of Charlemagne, whom Lemkin foregrounds as one 
of history’s more prominent “genocidists” (Lemkin’s own term): in 772, 
Lemkin notes here, Charlemagne inaugurated a war of conquest against 
the pagan Saxons who resided on the eastern frontier of the Frank do- 
minions, a bloody war that continued for over thirty-three years. Lemkin 
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refers to Charlemagne’s determination in 774 either to compel the Saxons 
to embrace the Christian religion or to exterminate them.’® Another folder 
concerns early modern Europe, as with the persecutions of Catholics under 
Elizabeth in the sixteenth century (Box 8, Folder 4) or British treatment 
of Ireland (Box 8, Folder 5), especially by Cromwell and his “Plantation 
regime, whereby land was taken away from the Irish, Catholics could hold 
no land, positions, nor could they vote. A scheme of ‘transplantation’ (like 
the similar Turkish efforts) was inaugurated, former land-owners were 
kicked out and their holdings taken over by imported land lords.” There 
is mention here of “economic” and “cultural” genocide against the Irish 
from early modern European to modern times. 

Plainly, in these manuscript essays and notes, Lemkin was giving 
shape to a historical and comparative approach that was based on, yet 
temporally and spatially extends, his definition of genocide in Axis Rule. 
A scholar who had only just created the very word genocide in 1944, was 
now a few years later creating a method of how to analyze and discuss 
genocidal situations in the ancient world and European history generally; 
a method that he also was about to apply to examples of European coloni- 
zation around the globe. 

In 1947, Lemkin was seeking financial assistance to conduct the re- 
search for his book on genocide. His application to the Rockefeller Foun- 
dation was unsuccessful; Lemkin receiving a chillingly cold rejection 
letter (Folder 11: Note froma Roger F. Evans, Assistant Director of Social 
Sciences for the Rockefeller Foundation, dated 6 November 1947). Hap- 
pily, however, Folder 11 reveals that Lemkin did receive support from 
another source, the Viking Fund, a foundation for scientific charitable 
and educational purposes located in New York. In a progress report to 
Paul Fejos, the director of research for the Viking Fund, he writes that 
work on the project had began on 1 March 1948, and that the Yale Law 
School was providing an office and typing facilities and was paying for the 
expenses of a research assistant. Lemkin tells the fund that data was being 
collected under “headings covering physical, biological and cultural geno- 
cide,” with emphasis laid upon the role played by “governments, groups 
and individuals in the commission of the crime,” and that “psychological 
and sociological factors are also being examined.” Lemkin lists the “fol- 
lowing genocide cases” as those upon which data was being collected (I 
preserve his spelling): 


. The Early Christians. 
. The Jews in the Middle Ages; the Jews in Tzarist Russia. 
. The Morescos in Spain. 


. The Indians in Latin America. 
. The Valdenses. 
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. The Armenians. 

The Hugenots. 

. The Greeks in Turkey. 

. The Turks under Greek occupation in 1922. 
. The Indians in North America (in part). 


CMW MOoNDN 


Lemkin adds that part of the research material was being “made available 
to several members of the United Nations Drafting Committee on Geno- 
cide, with whom the author of the project is in constant contact.” 

There is also close by a letter dated 25 May 1948 from a researcher 
“Birgit” who relates that since her research for him on Yucatan, she has 
written material on the sale of liquor and on Indian slavery; on the Plains 
Indians and the Californian Indians (including forceful eviction from fer- 
tile valleys into barren mountains where Indians starved: “Wanton murder 
and milit. action against Indians who refused to leave, rebelled or returned 
occasionally to get food”); on the Sandy Creek Massacre of Plains Indians 
(“worst type of atrocities a [sic] la Europe”), the Washita Massacre, and the 
Wounded Knee Massacre; on the destruction of buffalo to starve Indians; on 
the prohibition of tribal culture in early reservations and the withholding of 
food supply; on individual land allotment to destroy tribal life. Birgit writes 
she “used extensively” John Collier’s The Indians of the Americas in her 
research for Lemkin in the Public Library in New York.” 

In a further letter dated 22 July 1948 to the Viking Fund’s Paul Fejos, 
Lemkin reports that his genocide volume continues to progress, and of- 
fers a general reflection on the book as a history: “The historical analysis 
is designed to prove that genocide is not an exceptional phenomenon, but 
that it occurs in intergroup relations with a certain regularity like homicide 
takes place between individuals.” Lemkin informs Fejos that owing to the 
“expansion of the volume and the necessity for additional research,” Dean 
Wesley A. Sturges of the Yale Law School has generously provided funds 
for five hundred additional hours for his research assistant. 

It is clear from the letters in Box 8, Folder 11 that the project was 
indeed expanding. Additional support fortunately came from another 
New York funding body, the Lucius N. Littauer Foundation. A letter from 
Harry Starr, its president and treasurer, acknowledges Lemkin’s “written 
application and the several discussions we have had thereon,” and assures 
him that funds of $5,000 will be made available to the Lemkin Research 
Fund on Genocide at the Yale University Law School. Starr writes that he 
understands from Lemkin that the grant will assist in the employment of 
“several research assistants” necessary for the completion of the manu- 
script, which is to be published “in two volumes.” The project, as Lemkin 
had outlined to him, would be to examine “every genocide of importance” 
from ancient times to the present, in its “historical, legal, psychological, 


88 John Docker 


political, sociological, economic, religious and cultural aspects.” In each 
case, there would be a survey of the “background and conditions” leading 
up to the genocide, the “method and techniques used in the commission of 
the crime,” and its “effect upon society through loss of life and destruction 
of economic resources and cultural values.” 

Lemkin’s book on the study and history of genocide was well on its 
way, a remarkable achievement considering how much time he must also 
have been devoting to consulting with and advising UN committee mem- 
bers about the proposed convention banning the crime. As Lemkin had 
said, the two activities of historical research and contemporary interna- 
tional law proceeded in tandem, feeding into each other. 


Lemkin’s Methodology 


Lemkin continued to work on the book during the 1950s. In a letter in Box 
8, Folder 11 dated 26 February 1951 to the Lucius N. Littauer Foundation, 
he writes to Harry Starr thanking him for the foundation’s continued sup- 
port; he felt that the Foundation’s generosity would enable him to finish the 
book and to “express finally in a scientific way many ideas on the subject 
of Genocide which tortured my mind for many years.” He also confides to 
Starr that he prefers to “base the research on documents than on books,” 
and for that reason had recently spent some time “in the New York Librar- 
ies and in private collections on the search for hitherto unpublished docu- 
ments concerning the extermination of the gypsies and Armenians.” 

After these letters, Box 8, Folder 11 included two typed pages headed 
“Revised Outline for Genocide Cases,” which summarize Lemkin’s ap- 
proach to the historical study of genocides, and which probably date from 
around 1951. I reproduce the diagrammatic outline as follows, retaining 
his spelling. 


REVISED OUTLINE FOR GENOCIDE CASES 


1. Background 
Historical 

2. Conditions leading to genocide 
Fanaticism (religious, racial) 
Irredentism (national aspirations) 
Social or political crisis and change 
Economic exploitation (e.g. slavery) 
Colonial expansion or milit. conquest 
Accessability of victim group 
Evolution of genocidal values in genocidist group (contempt for the 

alien, etc.) 
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Factors weakening victim group 
3. Methods and techniques of genocide 
Physical: 
Massacre and mutilation 
Deprivation of livelihood (starvation, Exposure, etc.—often by 
deportation) 
Slavery—exposure to death 
Biological: 
Separation of families 
Sterilization 
Destruction of foetus 
Cultural: 
Desecration and destruction of cultural symbols (books, objects of 
art, religious relics, etc.) 
Loot 
Destruction of cultural leadership 
Destruction of cultural centers (cities, churches, monasteries, 
schools, libraries) 
Prohibition of cultural activities or codes of behavior 
Forceful conversion 
Demoralization 
4. The Genocidists 
Responsibility 
Intent 
Motivation 
Feelings of guilt 
Demoralization 
Attitude towards victim group 
Opposition to genocide within genocidist group 
5. Propaganda 
Rationalization of crime 
Appeal to popular beliefs and intolerance; sowing discord (divide and 


rule) 

Misrepresentation and deceit 

Intimidation 

6. Responses of victim group 

Active: 
Submission Polit. subordination 
Escape (suicide, hiding, etc.) | Assimilation 
Disguise Resistance 
Emigration (planned) Demoralization 

Passive (emotional, mental) 
Terror 


Conceptions of genocidist and his crimes 
7. Responses of outside groups 
Opposition to genocide 
Indifference to “ 
Condonement of “ 
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Collaboration in “ 
Demoralization (exploitation of genocide situation) 
Fear as potential victims 
8. Aftermath 
Cultural losses 
Population changes 
Economic dislocations 
Material and moral deterioration 
Political consequences 
Social and cult. changes 


In the next folder, Box 8, Folder 12, Lemkin evokes examples of geno- 
cide drawn from the Americas, where he puts into practice and continu- 
ously deploys the categories of analysis of the diagrammatic summary. 
Notable here is that Lemkin does not exculpate the colonizers in terms of 
death by illness. In “Spanish Treatment of South American Indians Essay, 
n.d.,” Lemkin, drawing in particular on the observations of Las Casas, 
successively evokes “Methods of Genocide—Physical,” which include mas- 
sacre, Slavery, and deprivation of livelihood; family life was disregarded, 
bread made of root-meal was often the only food; when the slaves fell sick, 
they were left to die or at best sent home. The treatment of Indian women 
constituted an aspect of biological genocide, the “death of the race.” Slave 
mothers, exhausted with hunger and fatigue, could not nurse their babies. 
Children were not infrequently carried off by the Spanish; some Indian 
women were not only violated indiscriminately but also taken to “fill the 
Harems of the Spanish colonists.” In terms of physical genocide, the popu- 
lation of the islands catastrophically fell. In the Bahamas, the population 
dropped from fifty thousand to nearly zero. The population of Nicaragua 
was almost entirely wiped out; in fourteen years more than six hundred 
thousand had died as beasts of burden. Lemkin says Las Casas claimed 
that the total of Indians killed in Spanish America exceeded twenty mil- 
lion. Lemkin adds that this number does not include those who died from 
overwork, the slaves killed in the mines, or the Indians killed during active 
combat, nor the prisoners who were executed. 

Cultural genocide could occur in many ways. Cultural centers were 
destroyed. Religion was important. Lemkin refers to the “subtle kind of 
cultural genocide” committed by the Spanish missions that abounded in 
Mexico, California, Louisiana, and elsewhere. He notes that “while most 
of the Indians may not have been converted by actual force, it may well 
be assumed that they had little idea of either Christianity or the life and 
burdens instore for them after baptism.” Once they yielded to the admoni- 
tions of the fathers, their fate was sealed; they could no longer escape from 
the reach of the church, or the mission. The missionaries, for example in 
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a church in San Francisco, gave mass in Latin and Spanish, and made no 
effort to learn the native tongue. Corporal punishment was inflicted on In- 
dians of both sexes who failed in their religious duties; if an Indian escaped 
from the mission village, he was brought back by soldiers and lashed. 

Continuing to apply his method, Lemkin evokes and gives examples of 
other categories of genocide—from economic to political. There was loot- 
ing and pillaging of Indian wealth. There was destruction of Indian leader- 
ship in the murder of one chief or king after another. Under the heading of 
“Responsibility,” he argues that with few exceptions the colonists of New 
Spain were guilty of genocide: “the colonists were guilty on all counts.” The 
colonists and their supporters at court in Spain firmly resolved to frustrate 
all efforts at stopping the genocide, including not enforcing the royal orders 
against slavery and other abuses, and keeping vital information from the 
king; wherever they could, the colonists and their metropolitan supporters 
tried to frustrate the efforts of Las Casas to gain a hearing in Spain. 

Lemkin then discusses further genocidal aspects of Spanish coloniza- 
tion under headings like “Motivation,” including a mordant account of the 
motives of Columbus, which included not only greed for gold and riches 
but also a desire, stated to Queen Isabella, to convert the masses of the 
Orient to Catholicism. He is highly critical of Columbus and the historical 
example he set for the future of colonization in the Americas: 


After his discovery of the West Indies and the first flush of excitement at finding 
such peaceful and friendly natives in a charming country, Columbus hardened 
to become a model to the later colonists. He may have been disappointed at not 
discovering the riches he had hoped for. At any rate he mismanaged his colony 
and tolerated all kinds of genocidal crimes. To atone for the growing stories of 
poor discoveries and of his mismanagement, he sent Indian slaves to Spain. Na- 
tives to him constituted the principal wealth of the island and he wanted to im- 
press the crown withthem and derive a profit in turn. Thus he set the infamous 


example for what was to become the shame and scandal of Spanish conquest in 
the New World... 


Lemkin suggests an aspect of colonization and imperial domination of others 
(upon which Hannah Arendt also reflected): “the impact of sudden wealth 
and power” leads to the demoralization or degeneration of the moral stan- 
dards of the Europeans—the colonizers, the conquerors, the genocidists.?° 
Nevertheless, Lemkin does not present the motivations and ethical 
thinking of the genocidist group as uniform, and here his discussions are 
indeed subtle and far-reaching for the general history of European coloniz- 
ing, with implications for the ethical conduct and capacities of humanity 
itself. In particular, he distinguishes between metropolitan society and co- 
lonial settlers. In terms of relationships between the European metropole 
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and colonies across the seas, Lemkin observes under the heading “Opposi- 
tion from Within” that the Spanish government never authorized slavery in 
New Spain. In 1500, Queen Isabella ordered governor Bobadilla to respect 
the liberty and safety of the Indians, but Bobadilla, who had many Indian 
slaves, paid no attention to the royal order. In the face of such persistent vi- 
olation of the crown’s orders, Queen Isabella instituted a new system called 
encomienda, which was to take the place of the notorious slavesystem and 
serve for the protection as well as the voluntary and peaceful conversion of 
the Indians to Christianity. However, the colonists quickly took advantage 
of the new situation, using encomienda as a cloak for renewed slavery, 
now rendered more odious by the hypocrisy involved. Lemkin generalizes 
sociologically that genocide is “largely a function of interest,” and that 
particular groups, while enforcing genocide against one group or a number 
of groups, will declare themselves opponents of genocide against another 
group or other groups. Queen Isabella, he reflects, while she became a pa- 
tron of the Indians and sought to protect their liberty and welfare against 
colonial abuses, had herself “just committed outrageous genocide against 
the Moors of Spain, both physical and cultural.” 

Lemkin argues that the relationship between oppressor and victim in 
history is always unstable. He points to the “strange transformation of 
genocidal victim into genocidists,” as with the Protestant Germans, who 
had Jeft Europe because of cultural genocide directed against them, but had 
then perpetrated physical genocide in Venezuela for profit. Once persecuted 
as heretics, the Germans who now colonized Venezuela in the sixteenth 
century “were no less cruel than the Spanish.” Nonetheless, Lemkin warns 
against perceiving either genocide or opposition to genocide as “motivated 
purely by selfish considerations, or group loyalties,” for there is often the 
surprising appearance of individuals whose opposition goes beyond per- 
sonal or group interest or who ignore such interests entirely: “Thus Las 
Casas went much beyond the ordinary ecclesiastic opposition to genocide 
in the Indies; he preached a doctrine of humanitarianism which was actu- 
ally beyond the values of his own time.” Perhaps, I thought as I read this 
salute to Las Casas, we can say the same of Lemkin himself in his passion- 
ate intellectual and legal opposition to genocide in history. 

Lemkin then considers the Spanish colonization of the Americas in 
terms of his other categories: Rationalization and Misrepresentation (the 
Indians possessed, says Lemkin, a “high degree of culture” in such places 
as Yucatan, Mexico, and Peru, but the early Spanish conquerors spread 
stories among the people of Spain that the Indians were subhuman and 
cannibalistic; Las Casas’s reputation was “constantly sullied by those who 
wished to protect the cause of genocide”). He discusses Responses of Vic- 
tims (submission, escape, family and mass suicide, resistance, dread of 


Are Settler- Colonies Inherently Genocidal? 93 





Christianity). There is also an essay here on Yucatan in which again Lem- 
kin’s analysis carries out his wide-ranging method of genocide research, 
outlining through various categories the destruction and death of a whole 
way of life, of the foundations of a group’s existence. 


Recurring Features 


In Subseries I, Box 7, Folder 2, in a typescript essay defining the “Nature 
of Genocide,” Lemkin observes that the “techniques of physical genocide 
have repeated themselves through history.” Such recurring techniques in- 
clude “mass mutilations” as an “essential element of the crime of geno- 
cide.” Another recurring technique is evident in the Spanish treatment of 
the Moriscos: their deportation from Spain where they were loaded on 
ships in “unbearable sun,” with thousands dying from sunstroke. He com- 
pares this technique of deportation under lethal sun to the deportation and 
forced march of 1,200,000 Armenians, with only ten per cent surviving. 
Another recurring technique in terms of biological genocide is an attack on 
the family, with the separation of men and women and the taking away of 
the opportunity of procreation; Lemkin here refers to situations that have 
variously involved Turks, Quakers, Greeks, Slavs, Albigenses, and Hugue- 
nots. Another recurring technique is the transfer of children: “The children 
can be taken away from a given group for the purpose of educating them 
within the framework of another human group, racial, religious, national 
or ethnical.” In this regard, Lemkin cites many instances in history, the 
Huguenots, Albigenses, Turkey; Jewish children were transferred in Rus- 
sia under the Tsars.*! He also includes the genocide of political groups as a 
recurrent feature. 

In Series III, Subseries I, Folder 7, Lemkin expands on the theme of the 
removal of children in history. He quotes from a lecture given by a Profes- 
sor A.N. Tairintanes, Faculty of Law, Athens University, on the occasion 
of the inauguration of the Save the Children Campaign, Athens, 29 May 
1949. In the reign of Sultan Selim and afterwards, Turkish abductors, their 
ears plugged so that the wailings of the bereaved mothers would not reach 
their hearts, entered Greek villages to take children. In the twentieth cen- 
tury, Communist guerrillas have taken away Greek children, some 28,000 
of them in northern Greece, and removed them behind the iron curtain. 

Death through illness, hunger, and disease may be recurring features, 
and the colonizers cannot be considered blameless, as if they are mere by- 
standers. Lemkin in Folder 10 of Series III, Subseries I raises the issue of 
genocide and disease. Referring to Collier’s Indians of the Americas, Lem- 
kin argues that the bringing of Indians into settlements was censurable as 
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genocide inasmuch as this social dislocation, the removal of the Indians from 
their own lands, exposed them to epidemic diseases due to overcrowding. 
Lemkin points to the difficulty of establishing intention. In Folder 10 
there is a copy of a handwritten letter, originally in the British Museum, 
from Geo. Croghan, Fort Pitt, April 1763 to His Excellency Sir Jeffery Am- 
herst. Along with the quoting from this notorious letter urging the spreading 
of smallpox among “this Execrable Race,” there is a note by Lemkin: “In- 
formation to be checked at the British Museum.” He requests a researcher 
to find out if the plan had ever been carried out and if there were any other 
plans by the British at the time for mass extermination. Lemkin suggests 
here that even if a genocidal intention can be established, research still has 
to confirm that it was carried out, reminding one of Claude Rawson’s dis- 
tinction in God, Gulliver and Genocide (2001) between a velleity that does 
not wish to be acted on and a desire that does seek historical realization.’ 


North America 


Reading over the Research Index Cards in Subseries 3, Box 9, Folders 1- 
21, dated 1948/49, we can see Lemkin focusing on aspects of genocide 
perpetrated by the English, French, and postindependence Americans that 
constitute a comprehensive historical process over a number of centu- 
ries, including deep into the nineteenth century: dispossessing indigenous 
peoples of their land (with or without permission of central authorities), 
kidnapping, enslavement, removal, and deportation often involving forced 
marches, taking of children, disease through overcrowding on reserva- 
tions with inadequate food and medicine, self-destruction brought on by 
introduction and sale of liquor, curtailing and deprivation of legal rights, 
cultural genocide (as in re-education of children in boarding schools, cut- 
ting off of braids, forbidding of native languages, prohibitions on Indian 
culture and banning of religious ceremonies, forcing children to become 
Christians), and mass death. 

On a card entitled “North American Indians—Enslavement,” Lem- 
kin Jinks slavery with cultural genocide: “Slavery may be called cultural 
genocide par excellence. It is the most effective and thorough method 
of destroying a culture, and of de-socializing human beings” (Card 11). 
Lemkin here refers to slavery in New England with captives taken in the 
Pequot War, in Massachusetts, New Plymouth, and Connecticut; also 
slavery in the mid-seventeenth century of Indians in Virginia, North Car- 
olina, and Maryland. 

In Box 9, Folder 12 of Series III, Subseries 3, Lemkin makes an inter- 
esting distinction between “cultural change” and “cultural genocide.” The 


Are Settler-Colonies Inherently Genocidal? 95 


Indians were forced to accept, after the loss of their hunting grounds, “the 
economic and social system of the white man,” and such may be referred to 
as “cultural change” of a “radical and perhaps inhumane type (considering 
the misery of the generations undergoing the change).” Such severe cultural 
change only “becomes cultural genocide (and physical genocide)” when no 
adequate measures were taken to facilitate the charge from nomadic to 
agricultural life, with the Indians through cession and warfare being left 
“landless and foodless.” 

Even when (Lemkin notes in the same place) Indian peoples were al- 
ready “agriculturalized,” as with the five Southern tribes, there was “forc- 
ible removal to western territory under deplorable conditions,” which was 
both “cultural and physical genocide”: “There was here no question of 
purchasing uncultivated land and of ‘civilizing’ the Indian. The only intent 
was the expulsion of the Indian to make room for whites.” I consider the 
distinction between cultural change and cultural genocide below. 

In Box 9, Folder 12 of Series III, Subseries 3, on a card entry entitled 
“Collier. Cultural Genocide Against Plains Indians,” Lemkin refers to the 
use of “concentration camps” as part of the white attempts to defeat them, 
which also included starvation and systematic slaughtering of food sources 
like the buffalo. The deployment of the term “concentration camps” is in- 
teresting if we think of Hannah Arendt’s contention that a distinguishing 
feature of twentieth-century totalitarianisms, of the Nazis and Stalin’s Rus- 
sia, is the presence not just of the detention but the concentration camp; 
in the concentration camp, Arendt argued passionately, an attack is made 
on the existential conditions necessary for human life: “a present in which 
to think, a space in which to act,” an enforced denial of the spatial and 
temporal requirements of freedom.’? For Arendt, the concentration camp 
represented an unprecedented attack on human freedom in modernity, an 
unprecedented total dominion over human life. For Lemkin, it would ap- 
pear from such references to North American colonization, concentration 
camps and their constituent total dominion were a recurring feature of 
historical genocide, including the history of Western colonialism.” 

Lemkin’s cards present harrowing reading. Such is particularly so in 
Lemkin’s evocation of the forced removal and deportations of Indians, 
who always mourned the loss of their homelands. Series 3, Subseries 3, 
Box 9, Folder 14 refers, for example, to the deportation of the Cherokee 
from Georgia. The Choctaw deportation of the early 1830s involved great 
suffering, including a deportation insisted on by the authorities in win- 
ter, with Lemkin commenting: “I do not understand why they were not 
made to leave in the spring or summer.” Many deportees, poorly clad, died 
from exposure, demoralization, and cholera. Lemkin points out that the 
Choctaw were deeply soil-bound and unwilling to emigrate. In the Creek 


96 John Docker 





removal, warrior prisoners were chained together in a ninety-mile march, 
the warriors followed by the old and infirm, in intense heat, with infec- 
tious diseases rampant; the sick were transported on overcrowded boats. 
There was destitution and misery. Lemkin observes that physical genocide 
was Carried out on the remaining Creeks. While the Creek warriors were 
enlisted for service against the Seminole, their families remained east in 
“concentration camps”: again the use of a term usually associated with the 
kind of twentieth-century phenomenon Lemkin himself studied at length. 


Cultural Change and Cultural Genocide 


The New York Public Library contains material from Lemkin that seems 
to refer to his thinking about genocide in the middle or Jatter 1950s. In an 
essay “Introduction to the Study of Genocide,” in Reel 3, Box 2, Folder 1, 
from which I have already quoted for my second epigraph and that appears 
to be a description of his project for a grant or for a publisher, Lemkin 
characteristically defines genocide in a wide-ranging way. It is an “organic 
concept of multiple influences and consequences,” and has “always existed 
in history”: “genocide followed humanity through history and ... the last 
centuries have been particularly abundant in genocide cases.” In a sec- 
tion entitled “Scope of Project,” Lemkin again lists the “categories” that 
constitute his methodology for the still-unfinished book (including “Psy- 
chosociological reactions” of Victims, Perpetrators, and Outside World), 
and outlines his chapter plan, with chapter headings for a section entitled 
Modern Times where he instates “Tasmanians” and, in pencil, “Natives of 
Australia,” as well as “Maoris of NZ.”*° There is an essay here of some one 
hundred typed pages on American Indians and genocide. 

There are also extended and careful observations on the distinction 
between cultural change and cultural genocide. In Reel 3, Box 2, Folder 
1, Lemkin writes that cultural genocide “must not be confused with the 
gradual changes a culture may undergo,” occurring “by means of the con- 
tinuous and slow adaptation of the culture to new situations,” where a very 
common type of adaptation is to “outside influences” and the “assimila- 
tion of certain foreign culture traits.” Lemkin refers to such adaptation as 
“the process of cultural diffusion,” and then asks: “What then is the exact 
distinction between diffusion and genocide?” His answer is that genocide 
involves complete and violent change, “that is, the destruction of a cul- 
ture...the premeditated goal of those committing cultural genocide.” In 
the section Lemkin entitled “Scope of the Project,” he refers to the “basic 
changes” that have occurred in societies “through the gradual disintegra- 
tion of culture and through the cultural exhaustion of various societies.” 
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Again, genocide is only involved when there are “surgical operations on 
cultures and deliberate assassination of civilizations.” 

In his “Introduction to the Study of Genocide,” Lemkin refers to his 
aim of examining in the projected book the “etiology and the reasons moti- 
vating the crime of genocide” in different historical periods and in different 
cultures. He thinks cultural anthropology will play a part in explaining the 
ways genocide can be “explained as resulting from a cultural conflict,” for 
example in the “encounter between migratory nomadic societies and sed- 
entary ones.”*° Such an observation could be applied to the way migratory 
nomadic societies of the Spanish and British Empires, the white colonizers/ 
migrants coming from afar, across the seas, from 1492 onwards, invaded 
the lands of “sedentary” indigenous groups in the Americas or Australia, 
sedentary within their particular territories and nations and civilizations 
even if as traditional peoples they moved about within those territories; 
their homes, for example in Australia or North America, may not have 
been individual houses, but their territories were nevertheless their seden- 
tary world, involving profound attachment to and imbrication in a nurtur- 
ing cosmos.?’ 

Cosmos is a term Lemkin himself deploys. In Reel 3, Box 2, Folder 
1, he writes that the philosophy of the Genocide Convention is based on 
the “formula of the human cosmos”: “This cosmos consists of four basic 
groups: national, racial, religious and ethnic.” Such groups are to be pro- 
tected by the convention “not only by reasons of human compassion but 
also to prevent draining the spiritual resources of mankind.” 


Conclusions 


We can only mourn the fact that Lemkin’s manuscript writings were not 
published as he hoped, for in them the inherent and constitutive relation- 
ship between genocide and settler-colonialism is argued strongly, given 
subtle, intricate methodological form, and brought descriptively to life.?® In 
the ways he formulates his theory and presents his historical consciousness 
of crimes against humanity, Lemkin was concerned that humanity should 
establish a duty of care to all the world’s peoples and cultures, as when he 
writes that the loss of the culture of any disintegrated or crippled group,*’to 
employ his own metaphors, is a loss to world culture, to the human cos- 
mos; or when in his autobiography he avers that from his time as a refugee 
fleeing Poland, he wished his life to proceed by “enlarging the concept of 
my world-awareness, or rather of the oneness of the world.”*° A notion of 
world culture necessitates a notion of world history: that is what Lemkin’s 
unfinished and unpublished book somberly promised to the world. 
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Lemkin certainly does not posit a comforting narrative of progress for 
the Christian West. He writes in the preface to Axis Rule that the extremely 
inhuman treatment in occupied Europe of the Jews promoted the “anti- 
Christian idea” of the inequality of human beings and of German racial su- 
periority.°'! Yet in the historical examples he mentions in both his published 
and unpublished work, there are appalling instances of Christian persecu- 
tion of Jews, Moors, and those regarded as the wrong kind of Christian. 
Further, when discussing in his unpublished essay “Introduction to the 
Study of Genocide” (in New York Public Library, Lemkin papers, Reel 3, 
Box 2, Folder 1) how to explain why genocide might occur in history, he 
feels that in situations of “conflict of cultures,” for example the encounter 
between “migratory nomadic societies and sedentary ones,” such conflict 
was “particularly violent when the ideas of the absolute appeared in the 
course of the encounter of various religions.” Here Lemkin seems to be 
suggesting that monotheism in history is particularly productive of violence 
including genocidal violence. 

Lemkin is also clearly profoundly uneasy about Western Jaw, in par- 
ticular, that throughout the 1930s it did not include provision for crimes 
against the destruction of human groups. He always regretted that the 
1933 Madrid conference did not enact his proposals in international law. 
Had his proposals been ratified by the countries represented there, the new 
laws could have inhibited the rise of Nazism by declaring attacks upon 
national, religious, and ethnic groups as international crimes and that the 
perpetrators of such crimes could be indicted whenever they appeared on 
the territory of one of the signatory countries.** 

We ignore Lemkin’s wide-ranging definition of genocide, inherently 
linked with colonialism, at our peril. In his autobiography, he wrote: “Af- 
ter a war is lost, a nation may rebuild its technical and financial resources, 
and may start a new life. But those who have been destroyed in genocide 
have been lost for ever. While the losses of war can be repaired, the losses 
of genocide are irreparable.”*> Lemkin’s definition can stir us to the un- 
derstanding and passion we need to oppose the genocidal destruction of 
groups and collectivities that will continue to occur in history as a perma- 
nent potential of what human groups do to other human groups. 
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— Chapter 4 —- 


STRUCTURE AND EVENT 


Settler Colonialism, Time, and the 
Ouestion of Genocide 


Patrick Wolfe 


A Logic of Elimination 


[nirocucing his first collection in this series, Dirk Moses had favorable 
things to say about the term “logic of elimination,” which I coined some 
years ago to express the essential characteristic of the settler-colonial proj- 
ect.’ I offered this term, rather than “genocide,” to mark both the speci- 
ficity of settler colonialism and its positive dimensions, in particular the 
multifarious procedures whereby settler-colonial societies have sought to 
eliminate the problem of indigenous heteronomy through the biocultural 
assimilation of indigenous peoples. Whatever else one may wish to say 
about this approach, it does seem to beg the question of genocide. Thus 
Moses took it as one among a number of alternative approaches to the 
historical analysis of genocide.” Gratifying though it is, therefore, his en- 
dorsement is also a calling to account. Why add to our conceptual vo- 
cabulary? Does the logic of elimination express anything significant that 
is not already encompassed in genocide? Such questions are of much more 
than academic significance. Genocide is a crime under international law, 
the crime of crimes, with sanctions and penalties to match, so playing fast 
and loose with its definition could fatally diminish the redress available to 
its victims. By the same token, our attempts to understand genocide, like 
attempts to understand other global scourges, are valuable to the extent 
that they offer the possibility of prevention. Genocide must go the way of 
smallpox. That is why we study it. 

Moses favored my approach because, to him at least, it suggested a way 
into the question of genocidal agency that avoids both the Scylla of reified 
social systems and the Charybdis of spontaneous individual voluntarism. 
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The logic of elimination is a primary motivation or agenda of settler colo- 
nialism that distinguishes it from other forms of colonialism, such as chat- 
tel slavery on the US model or franchise colonialism on the British-India 
model. Whereas the latter depend on native labor, settler colonialism is first 
and foremost a territorial project, whose priority is replacing natives on 
their land rather than extracting an economic surplus from mixing their la- 
bor with it. Within a given colonial society, different colonial relationships 
usually coexist. In the US, for instance, Indians were generally cleared from 
their land rather than being put to work on it, to be replaced by enslaved 
Black people who provided the labor to be mixed with the land. In Austra- 
lia, something comparable could be said about the relationship between co- 
erced convict labor and Aboriginal dispossession in the south, or about the 
role of indentured Pacific Islander labor in the northeast. Thus settler colo- 
nialism has both negative and positive dimensions. Negatively, it strives for 
the dissolution of native societies. Positively, it erects a new colonial society 
on the expropriated land base. AsI put it, settler-colonizers come to stay— 
invasion Is a structure not an event.? In its positive aspect, elimination is an 
organizing principle of settler-colonial society, rather than a one-off (and 
superseded) occurrence. In the wake of the crudely homicidal elimination- 
ism of the frontier, settler societies characteristically devise a number of 
often coexistent strategies to eliminate the threat posed by the survival in 
their midst of irregularly dispossessed social groups who were constituted 
prior to and independently of the normative basis on which settler society 
is established.* These strategies include expulsion and other forms of geo- 
graphical sequestration, as well as programs of incorporation that seek to 
efface the distinguishing criteria—biology, culture, mode of production, 
religion, etc.—whereby native difference is constructed in settler discourse. 
Positively, therefore, the outcomes of the logic of elimination can include 
officially encouraged miscegenation, the breaking down of native title into 
alienable individual freeholds, native citizenship, child abduction, religious 
conversion, and a whole range of cognate biocultural assimilations. All 
these strategies, including frontier homicide, are characteristic of settler 
colonialism. Some of them are more controversial in genocide studies than 
others. 

These eliminatory strategies all reflect the centrality of land, which is 
not merely a component of settler society but its basic precondition. No 
amount of good intentions or improved racial theorizing can alter this fun- 
damental fact if they are not accompanied by territorial (re-)cession. So long 
as it persists with its claim to colonial territory, therefore, the metropolitan 
power cannot distance itself from the ostensibly unauthorized activities of 
frontier land grabbers. The logic of elimination unites the diplomatic nice- 
ties of the law of nations and the maverick rapine of the squatters’ posse 
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within a cohesive project that implicates individual and nation-state, of- 
ficial and unofficial alike. This, I think, is what Moses found appealing in 
the approach: 


In their clamor for government protection and the implementation of extermi- 
natory policies, the Europeans on the frontier articulated the logic of the colo- 
nization process in its most pure form: driven by international market forces, 
they seized the land of Aboriginal groups without compensation or negotiation, 
and excluded them from their sources of food. A struggle for survival ensued 
in which, from the European perspective at the time, the Aborigines had to be 
subdued, and, if necessary, exterminated. For if the settlers did not get their way 
and were forced to abandon the land, the economic system would collapse and 
with it the colonization project itself. In these circumstances, the structure or 
objective implication of the process became consciously incarnated in its agents, 
and this is the moment when we can observe the development of the specific 
genocidal intention that satishes the UN definition.° 


This excerpt expresses something of the structural complexity of settler 
colonialism. Frontier individuals’ “clamor for government protection” not 
only presupposed a commonality—based on incessantly refurbished dis- 
cursive elements such as race, nation, civilization, etc.—between the private 
and official realms. In most cases (Queensland was a partial exception), it 
also presupposed a global chain of command linking remote colonial fron- 
tiers to London. Behind it all lay the driving engine of international market 
forces, which linked Australian wool to Yorkshire mills and, complementa- 
rily, to cotton produced under different colonial conditions in India, Egypt, 
and the slave states of the Deep South. As Cole Harris put it in relation to 
the dispossession of Indians in British Columbia, “combine capital’s inter- 
est in uncluttered access to land and settlers’ interest in land as livelihood, 
and the principal momentum of settler colonialism comes into focus.”® The 
Industrial Revolution, misleadingly figuring in popular consciousness as 
an autochthonous metropolitan phenomenon, required colonial land and 
labor to produce its raw materials just as centrally as it required metropoli- 
tan factories and an industrial proletariat to process them, whereupon the 
colonies were further required as a market. 

In its modern (which is to say, post-Columbian) form, the settler-colo- 
nial logic of elimination partakes of the structural complexity of the global 
system, reconciling individual motivations to the overarching imperatives of 
statecraft and capitalist expansion. Yet this is not the only sense in which I 
term it a structure rather than an event. As already suggested, in addition 
to its complexity as a social formation, settler-colonial discourse is continu- 
ous over time. In this regard, I find Moses’s reading of my approach too 
limited to the frontier. There is irony in this, since he finds my “structuralist 
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schema” too static and unable to account for historical change, in particular 
for “how and why the settler-colonial system radicalizes from assimilation 
to destruction.”’ I do not wish to defend my approach for the mere sake of it, 
but it seems to me that some important issues for the relationship of settler 
colonialism and genocide are involved. First, I detect an implicit teleology in 
the assumption that settler colonialism will radicalize from assimilation to 
destruction rather than, say, the other way around. Second, I regard assimi- 
lation as itself a form of destruction. Third, the confinement of eliminatory 
discourse to frontier homicide limits the equivalence between genocide and 
settler colonialism to the settler-colonial strategy in which that equivalence 
is most straightforwardly manifest. This inhibits—possibly even precludes— 
investigation of the relationship between genocide and other eliminatory 
strategies that are characteristically deployed in settler-colonial societies. 
With apologies for pushing my own barrow, therefore, I feel bound to insist 
that my account explicitly set out to situate the changing historical modali- 
ties of the logic of elimination in both Australia and the US. In Australia, this 
logic subtends the overlapping historical phases that I term confrontation, 
confinement, and assimilation, the latter phase extending into the present 
in the form of the deceptively emancipatory provisions of native title legisla- 
tion. In the US, a strikingly similar set of strategies is somewhat complicated 
by the even-more deceptive construction of Indian sovereignty presupposed 
in measures such as allotment and tribal registration.’ In short, the logic of 
elimination not only refers to the summary liquidation of indigenous people, 
though it includes that. It also refers to a structural feature of settler-colo- 
nial society that is historically continuous. It is in both foregoing senses—as 
a complex social formation and as a continuity through time—that settler 
colonization is a structure rather than an event, and it is on this basis that | 
shall consider its relationship to genocide.’ 


The Tide of History 


To start at the top, with the European sovereigns who laid claim to the ter- 
ritories of non-Christian (or, in later secularized versions, uncivilized) in- 
habitants of the rest of the world: justifications for this claim were derived 
froma disputatious arena of scholarly controversy that had been prompted 
by European conquests in the Americas and is misleadingly referred to, 
in the singular, as the doctrine of discovery.’? Though a thoroughgoing 
diminution of native entitlement was axiomatic to discovery, the discourse 
was primarily addressed to relations between European sovereigns rather 
than to relations between Europeans and natives.'’ Competing theoreti- 
cal formulas were designed to restrain the endless rounds of war-making 
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over claims to colonial territory that European sovereigns were so prone 
to indulge in. The rights accorded to natives tended to reflect the balance 
between European powers in any given theater of colonial settlement. In 
Australia, for instance, where British dominion was effectively unchal- 
lenged by other European powers, Aborigines were accorded no rights to 
their territory, informal variants on the theme of terra nullius (pace Henry 
Reynolds) being taken for granted in settler culture. In North America, 
by contrast, treaties between Indian and European nations were premised 
on a sovereignty that reflected Indians’ capacity to permute local alliance 
networks from among the rival Spanish, British, French, Dutch, Swedish, 
and (in the west) Russian presences.!? 

Even where native sovereignty was recognized, however, ultimate do- 
minion over the territory in question was held to inhere in the European 
sovereign in whose name it had been “discovered.” Through all the diver- 
sity among the theorists of discovery, a constant theme is the clear dis- 
tinction between dominion, which inhered in European sovereigns alone, 
and natives’ right of occupancy, also expressed in terms of possession or 
usufruct, which entitled natives to pragmatic use (understood as hunting 
and gathering rather than agriculture)’ of a territory that Europeans had 
discovered. The distinction between European dominion and native occu- 
pancy illuminates both the inclusive cohesion of the settler-colonial project 
and its groundedness in the elimination of native societies. 

Through being the first European to visit and properly claim a given 
territory, a discoverer acquired the right, on behalf of his sovereign and vis a 
vis other Europeans who came after him, to buy land from the natives. This 
right, known as preemption, gave the discovering power (or, in the US case, 
its successors) a monopoly over land transactions with the natives, who were 
prevented from disposing of their land to any other European power. On the 
face of it, this would seem to pose little threat to people who did not wish to 
dispose of their land to anyone. Indeed, this semblance of native voluntarism 
has provided scope for some limited judicial magnanimity in regard to In- 
dian sovereignty.'* In practice, however, the corollary did not apply. Preemp- 
tion sanctioned European priority but not indigenous freedom of choice. 
As Harvey Rosenthal observed of the concept’s extension into the US con- 
stitutional environment, “the American right to buy always superseded the 
Indian right not to sell.”!> The mechanisms of this priority are crucial. Why 
should ostensibly sovereign nations, residing in territory solemnly guaran- 
teed to them by treaties, decide that they are willing, after all, to surrender 
their ancestral homelands? More often than not (and nearly always up to the 
wars with the Plains Indians, which did not take place until after the Civil 
War), the agency that reduced Indian peoples to this abjection was not the 
US Cavalry or some other official instrument, but irregular, greed-crazed 
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invaders who had no intention of allowing the formalities of federal law to 
impede their access to the riches available in, under, and on Indian soil.’ If 
the government notionally held itself aloof from such disreputable proceed- 
ings, however, it was never far away. Consider, for instance, the complicity 
between bayonet-wielding troops and the “lawless rabble” in this account of 
events immediately preceding the eastern Cherokee’s catastrophic “Trail of 
Tears,” one of many comparable 1830s removals whereby Indians from the 
southeast were displaced west of the Mississippi to make way for the devel- 
opment of the slave-plantation economy in the Deep South: 


Families at dinner werestartled by the sudden gleam of bayonets in the doorway 
and rose up to be driven with blows and oaths along the weary miles of trail 
that led to the stockade [where they were held prior to the removal itself]. Men 
were Seized in their fields or going along the road, women were taken from their 
wheels and children from their play. In many cases, on turning for one last look 
as they crossed the ridge, they saw their homes in flames, fired by the lawless 
rabble that followed on the heels of the soldiers to loot and pillage. So keen were 
these outlaws on the scent that in some instances they were driving off the cattle 
and other stock of the Indians almost before the soldiers had fairly started their 
owners in the other direction. Systematic hunts were made by the same men for 
Indian graves, to rob them of the silver pendants and other valuables deposited 
with the dead. A Georgia volunteer, afterward a colonel in the Confederate 
service, said: “I fought through the civil war and have seen men shot to pieces 
and slaughtered by thousands, but the Cherokee removal was the cruelest work 
I ever knew.”!” 


On the basis of this passage alone, the structural complexity of settler co- 
lonialism could sustain libraries of elaboration. A global dimension to the 
frenzy for native land is reflected in the fact that, as economic immigrants, 
the rabble were generally drawn from the ranks of Europe’s landless. The 
cattle and other stock were not only being driven off Cherokee land; they 
were being driven into private ownership. Once evacuated, the Red man’s 
land would be mixed with Black labor to produce cotton, the white gold 
of the Deep South. To this end, the highest echelons of the formal state ap- 
paratus fused seamlessly with the disorderly pillaging of a nomadic horde 
who may or may not have been “lawless,” but who were categorically 
White. Moreover, in their indiscriminate lust for any value that could be 
extracted from the Cherokee’s homeland, these racialized grave-robbers 
are unlikely to have stopped at the pendants. The burgeoning science of 
craniology, which provided a distinctively post-eighteenth-century vali- 
dation for their claim to a racial superiority that entitled them to other 
people’s lands, made Cherokee skulls too marketable a commodity to be 
overlooked.'® In its endless multidimensionality, there was nothing singu- 
lar about this one sorry removal, which all of modernity attended. 
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Rather than something separate from or running counter to the colonial 
state, the murderous activities of the frontier rabble constitute its principal 
means of expansion. These have occurred “behind the screen of the frontier, 
in the wake of which, once the dust has settled, the irregular acts that took 
place have been regularized and the boundaries of White settlement ex- 
tended. Characteristically, officials express regret at the lawlessness of this 
process while resigning themselves to its inevitability.”’’ In this light, we are 
in a position to understand the pragmatics of the doctrine of discovery more 
clearly. Understood as an assertion of indigenous entitlement, the distinction 
between dominion and occupancy dissolves into incoherence. Understood 
processually, however, as a stage in the formation of the settler-colonial 
state (specifically, the stage linking the theory and the realization of territo- 
rial acquisition), the distinction is only too consistent. As observed, preemp- 
tion provided that natives could transfer their right of occupancy to the 
discovering sovereign and to no one else. They could not transfer dominion 
because it was not theirs to transfer; that inhered in the European sovereign 
and had done so from the moment of discovery. Dominion without conquest 
constitutes the theoretical (or “inchoate”) stage of territorial sovereignty.”° 
In US Chief Justice John Marshall’s words, it remained to be “consummated 
by possession.”?! This delicately phrased “consummation” is precisely what 
the rabble were achieving at New Echota in 1838. In other words, the right 
of occupancy was not an assertion of native rights. Rather, it was a prag- 
matic acknowledgment of the lethal interlude that would intervene between 
the conceit of discovery, when pompous navigators proclaimed European 
dominion over whole continents to trees or deserted beaches, and the practi- 
cal realization of that conceit in the final securing of European settlement, 
formally consummated in the extinguishment of native title. Thus it is not 
surprising that native title had hardly been asserted in Australian law than 
Mr. Justice Olney was echoing Marshall’s formula, Olney’s twenty-first-cen- 
tury version of consummation being the “tide of history” that provided the 
pretext for his notorious judgment in the Yorta Yorta case.** As observed, 
the logic of elimination continues into the present. 

In sum, then, settler colonialism is an inclusive, land-centered project 
that coordinates a comprehensive range of agencies, from the metropolitan 
center to the frontier encampment, with a view to eliminating indigenous 
societies. Thus its operations are not dependent on the presence or absence 
of formal state institutions or functionaries. Accordingly—to begin to move 
toward the issue of genocide—the occasions on or the extent to which set- 
tler colonialism conduces to genocide are not a matter of the presence or 
absence of the formal apparatus of the state. A failure to recognize this can 
lead to unfortunate conclusions. For instance, Paul Bartrop has compared 
the 1843 Warrigal Creek massacre of Kurnai (Gunnai) people in what is now 
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eastern Victoria, Australia, to the better-known 1864 massacre of Cheyenne 
people in Sand Creek, Colorado, concluding that the Sand Creek massacre 
amounted to genocide while the Warrigal Creek one did not.”? This is an 
extremely grave conclusion to inscribe, since it amounts to an assertion that, 
while descendants of the massacred Cheyenne should be entitled to genocide 
redress, descendants of the massacred Kurnai may not be. Thus it is disturb- 
ing to find that Bartrop bases his conclusion on the inadequate (and anyway 
misleading) ground that the formal apparatus of the state was involved in 
the Sand Creek massacre but not in the Kurnai one. There is no question as 
to the involvement of the state in the Sand Creek massacre, which was car- 
ried out by the Third Colorado Volunteers under the command of Colonel 
John Chivington, who had received orders from state governor John Evans. 
When it comes to Warrigal Creek, however, Bartrop relies on the fact that, 
at the time the massacre was committed, the Crown Lands Commissioner 
had yet to arrive in the area in person, so law and order (1.e., the White 
man’s) “existed solely in name.”** In consequence, though a genocidal intent 
to destroy the Kurnai was unquestionably present “if measured by the set- 
tlers’ murderous standards,” 


their standards cannot be applied, owing to the existence of a higher author- 
ity in the land that proscribed their actions and worked (sometimes resolutely, 
sometimes not) to nullify their behavior. It is that authority, the colonial gov- 
ernment, that must be assessed when bringing the charge of genocide, because 
it was the ultimate legal arbiter of right and wrong throughout the land. And 


there is no evidence that demonstrates the government sought the destruction 
of the [Kurnai].”° 


Thus the government was not present, but its law applied “throughout 
the land.” How could this law apply at all under the circumstances that 
Bartrop depicts, even if “solely in name”? The reason is, of course, that, 
three-quarters of a century earlier, Captain James Cook had asserted Brit- 
ish dominion over the land of the Kurnai. Bartrop wants this aspect of the 
state to be present throughout the land but, at the same time, he wants to 
avoid the implications of that dominion being consummated by the tide of 
history that his murderous settlers represented. In the event, the colonial 
state retrospectively endorsed the settlers’ activities by way of extant fee- 
simple titles to Kurnai land whose provenance Bartrop does not consider. 


Race, Colonialisms, and Difference 


Attempts, such as Bartrop’s, to lose responsibility for indigenous deaths in 
an extra-state vacuum that nonetheless ends up being formally incorporated 
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into the state would seem to be the prompt for Alison Palmer’s distinction 
between “society-led” and “state-led” genocides.*° So far as settler colonial- 
ism is concerned, this understandable distinction is not necessary. Moreover, 
while it is clearly the case, as Zygmunt Bauman has argued, that the pace, 
scale, and intensity of certain forms of modern genocide require the central- 
ized technological, logistical, and administrative capacities of the modern 
state,*’ this does not mean that settler-colonial discourse should be regarded 
as pre- (or less than) modern. Rather, as a range of thinkers—including, in 
this particular connection, W.E.B. Du Bois, Hannah Arendt, and Aimé Cé- 
saire—have argued, some of the core features of modernity were pioneered 
in the colonies.*° 

It is a commonplace that the Holocaust gathered together the instru- 
mental, technological, and bureaucratic constituents of Western modernity. 
Accordingly, despite the historiographical energy that has already been 
devoted to the Holocaust, the genealogical field available to its historian 
remains apparently inexhaustible. Thus we have recently been informed 
that its historical ingredients included the guillotine and, for the indus- 
try-scale processing of bodies, the techniques of Chicago cattle-yards.”’ 
Yet the image of the dispassionate genocidal technocrat that the Holocaust 
certainly spawned is by no means the whole story. Rather, as Dieter Pohl, 
Jiirgen Zimmerer, and others have pointed out, a substantial number of the 
Nazis’ victims, including Jewish and “Gypsy” (Sinti and Rom) ones, were 
murdered not in camps but in deranged shooting sprees that were more 
reminiscent of sixteenth-century Spanish behavior in the Americas than 
of Fordism, while millions of Slav civilians and Soviet soldiers were simply 
starved to death in circumstances that could well have struck a chord with 
late-eighteenth-century Bengalis or mid-nineteenth-century Irish people.°° 
This is not to suggest a partition of the Holocaust into, say, modern and 
atavistic elements. It is to stress the modernity of colonialism. 

I have already pointed to colonialism’s centrality to the global indus- 
trial order. This means that the expropriated Aboriginal, enslaved African 
American, or indentured Asian is as thoroughly modern as the factory 
worker, bureaucrat, or flaneur of the metropolitan center. The fact that 
the slave may be in chains does not make him or her medieval. By the 
same token, the fact that the genocidal Hutus of Rwanda often employed 
agricultural implements to murder their Tutsi neighbors en masse does 
not license the racist assumption that, because neither Europeans nor the 
latest technology were involved, this was a primordial (read “savage”) 
blood-letting. Rwanda and Burundi are colonial creations—not only so 
far as the obvious factor of their geographical borders is concerned, but, 
more intimately, in the very racial boundaries that marked and repro- 
duced the Hutu/Tutsi division. As Robert Melson has observed in his 
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sharp secondary synopsis of it, “the Rwandan genocide was the product 
of a postcolonial state, a racialist ideology, a revolution claiming demo- 
cratic legitimation, and war—all manifestations of the modern world.”?! 
The mutual Hutu/Tutsi racialization on which this “post” colonial ideol- 
ogy was based was itself an artifice of colonialism. In classic Foucauldian 
style, the German and, above all, Belgian overlords who succeeded each 
other in modern Rwanda had imposed a racial grid on the complex native 
social order, co-opting the pastoral Tutsi aristocracy as acomprador elite 
who facilitated their exploitation of the agriculturalist Hutu and lower- 
order Tutsis. This racial difference was elaborated “by Belgian adminis- 
trators and anthropologists who argued—in what came to be known as 
the ‘Hamitic Hypothesis’—that the Tutsi were conquerors who had origi- 
nated in Ethiopia (closer to Europe!) and that the Hutu were a conquered 
inferior tribe of local provenance.”*? Shades of the Franks and the Gauls. 
In their inculcation with racial discourse, Rwandans were integrally mod- 
ern. Even the hoes with which some Hutus murdered their Tutsi compatri- 
ots symbolized the agriculture that not only encapsulated their difference 
from their victims. As such, these hoes were also the instruments of the 
Hutus’ involvement in the global market. 

The issue of race is a constant companion of both genocide and mo- 
dernity as a whole. European xenophobic traditions such as antisemitism, 
islamophobia, or negrophobia are considerably older than race, which, as 
many have shown, became discursively consolidated fairly late in the eigh- 
teenth century.** But the mere fact that race is a social construct does not 
of itself tell us very much. As I have argued, different racial regimes encode 
and reproduce the varied relationships of inequality into which Europeans 
coerced the populations concerned. For instance, Indians and Black people 
in the US have been racialized in opposing ways that reflect their antitheti- 
cal roles in the development of US society. Black people’s enslavement pro- 
duced an inclusive taxonomy that automatically enslaved the offspring of a 
slave and anyone else. In the wake of slavery, this taxonomy became fully 
racialized in the “one-drop rule,” whereby any amount of African ancestry, 
no matter how remote, and regardless of phenotypical appearance, makes 
a person Black. For Indians, in stark contrast, non-Indian ancestry com- 
promised their indigeneity, producing “half-breeds,” a regime that persists 
in the form of blood-quantum regulations. As opposed to enslaved people, 
whose reproduction augmented their owners’ wealth, indigenous people 
obstructed settlers’ access to land, so their increase was counterproductive. 
In this way, the restrictive racial classification of Indians straightforwardly 
furthered the logic of elimination. Thus we cannot simply say that elimina- 
tion, genocide, or any other racially framed practice is targeted at a given 
race, since a race cannot be taken as given. It is made in the targeting.** 
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Black people were racialized as slaves; slavery constituted their blackness. 
Correspondingly, the original owners of the land were removed, killed, 
romanticized, assimilated, fenced in, bred White, and otherwise eliminated 
as Indians. Roger Smith has missed this point in seeking to distinguish 
between victims murdered for where they are and victims murdered for 
who they are.* So far as indigenous people are concerned, where they are 
is who they are, and not by their reckoning alone. As Deborah Bird Rose 
has pointed out, to get in the way of settler colonization, all the native has 
to do is stay at home.*° 


Good, Dead, and Other Indians 


The question remains, though: to get in the way of what? We have yet 
to come to grips with the insatiable dynamic whereby settler colonialism 
always needs more land. The answer that springs most readily to mind is 
agriculture, though it is not necessarily the only one. The whole range of 
primary sectors can motivate the project. In addition to agriculture, there- 
fore, we should think in terms of forestry, fishing, pastoralism, and mining 
(the last straw for the Cherokee was the discovery of gold on their land.) 
With the exception of agriculture, however (and, for some peoples, pasto- 
ralism,), none of these is sufficient in itself. You cannot eat lumber or gold; 
fishing for the world market requires canneries. Moreover, sooner or later, 
miners move on, while forests and fish become exhausted or need to be 
farmed. Accordingly, while the fact that agriculture springs most readily to 
mind no doubt reflects its sovereign place in the Western imaginary (where 
it goes on echoing the Neolithic revolution, endlessly re-enacted by Ceres 
and Apollo, Cain and Abel, etc.), agriculture is central to settler colonialism 
in an objective sense. It not only supports the other sectors. It is inherently 
sedentary and, therefore, permanent. In contrast to extractive industries, 
which rely on what happens to be there, agriculture is a rational means/ 
end calculus that is geared to vouchsafing its own reproduction, generating 
capital that projects into a future where it repeats itself (hence the farmer’s 
dread of being reduced to eating seed stock). Moreover, as John Locke 
never tired of pointing out, agriculture supports a larger population than 
nonsedentary modes of production.’’ In settler-colonial terms, this means 
that an agricultural population can be expanded by continuing immigra- 
tion at the expense of native lands and livelihoods. The inequities, contra- 
dictions, and pogroms of metropolitan society ensure a recurrent supply of 
fresh immigrants—especially, as noted, from among the landless. In this 
way, individual motivations dovetail with the global market’s imperative 
for expansion. Through its ceaseless expansion, agriculture (including, for 
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this purpose, commercial pastoralism) progressively eats into indigenous 
territory, a primitive accumulation that turns native flora and fauna into a 
dwindling resource and curtails the reproduction of indigenous modes of 
production. In the event, indigenous people are either rendered dependent 
on the introduced economy or reduced to the stock raids that provide the 
classic pretext for colonial death squads (Moses’s “genocidal moments”). 

None of this means that indigenous people are by definition nonagri- 
cultural. Whether or not they actually do practice agriculture, however (as 
in the case of the Indians who taught Whites to grow corn and tobacco,), 
natives are typically represented as unsettled, nomadic, rootless, etc., in 
settler-colonial discourse. In addition to its objective economic centrality 
to the project, agriculture, with its life-sustaining connectedness to land, 
is a potent symbol of settler-colonial identity. Accordingly, settler-colo- 
nial discourse is resolutely impervious to glaring aporias such as sedentary 
natives or the fact that the settlers themselves have come from somewhere 
else. Thus it is significant that the feminized, finance-oriented (or, for that 
matter, wandering) Jew of European antisemitic mythology should assert 
an aggressively masculine agricultural self-identification in Palestine.*® 
The reproach of nomadism renders the native removable. Moreover, if the 
natives are not already nomadic, then the reproach can be turned into a 
self-fulfilling prophecy through the burning of corn or the uprooting of 
olive trees. 

But if the natives are already agriculturalists, then why not simply in- 
corporate their productivity into the colonial economy? At this point, we 
begin to get closer to the question of just who it is (or, more to the point, 
who they are) that settler colonialism strives to eliminate—and, accord- 
ingly, closer to an understanding of the relationship between settler colo- 
nialism and genocide. To stay with the Cherokee removal: when it came to 
it, the factor that most antagonized the Georgia state government (with the 
at least tacit support of Andrew Jackson’s federal administration) was not 
actually the recalcitrant savagery of which Indians were routinely accused, 
but the Cherokee’s unmistakable aptitude for civilization. Indeed, they and 
their Creek, Choctaw, Chickasaw, and Seminole neighbors, who were also 
targeted for removal, figured revealingly as the “Five Civilized Tribes” in 
Euro-American parlance. In the Cherokee’s case, two dimensions of their 
civility were particularly salient: they had become successful agriculturalists 
on the White model, with a number of them owning substantial holdings of 
Black slaves, and they had introduced a written national constitution that 
bore more than a passing resemblance to the US one.*? Why should genteel 
Georgians wish to rid themselves of such cultivated neighbors? The reason 
why the Cherokee’s constitution and their agricultural prowess stood out 
as such singular provocations to the officials and legislators of the state of 
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Georgia—and this is attested over and over again in their public statements 
and correspondence—is that the Cherokee’s farms, plantations, slaves, and 
written constitution all signified permanence.*® The first thing the rabble 
did, let us remember, was burn their houses. 

Brutal and murderous though the removals of the Five Nations gener- 
ally were, they did not affect each member equally. This was not simply 
a matter of wealth or status. Principal Cherokee chief John Ross, for ex- 
ample, lost not only his plantation after setting off on the Trail of Tears. On 
that trail, one deathly cold Little Rock, Arkansas, day in February 1839, 
he also lost his wife, Qatie, who died after giving her blanket to a freezing 
child.“ Ross’s fortunes differed sharply from those of the principal Choc- 
taw chief Greenwood LeFlore, who, unlike Ross, signed a removal treaty 
on behalf of his people, only to stay behind himself, accept US citizenship, 
and go on to a distinguished career in Mississippi politics.** But it was not 
just his chiefly rank that enabled LeFlore to stay behind. Indeed, he was 
by no means the only one to do so. As Ronald Satz has commented, An- 
drew Jackson was taken by surprise when “thousands of Choctaws decided 
to take advantage of the allotment provisions [in the treaty LeFlore had 
signed] and become homesteaders and American citizens in Mississippi.”*° 
In addition to being principal chiefs, Ross and LeFlore both had White 
fathers and light skin. Both were wealthy, educated and well connected in 
Euro-American society. Many of the thousands of compatriots who stayed 
behind with LeFlore lacked any of these qualifications. There was nothing 
special about the Choctaw to make them particularly congenial to White 
society—most of them got removed like Ross and the Cherokee. The reason 
that the remaining Choctaw were acceptable had nothing to do with their 
being Choctaw. On the contrary, it had to do with their zot (or, at least, 
no longer) being Choctaw. They had become “homesteaders and American 
citizens.” In a word, they had become individuals. 

What distinguished Ross and the removing Choctaw from those who 
stayed behind was collectivity. Tribal land was tribally owned—tribes and 
private property did not mix. Indians were the original communist menace. 
As homesteaders, by contrast, the Choctaw who stayed became individual 
proprietors, each to his own, of separately allotted fragments of what had 
previously been the tribal estate, theirs to sell to White people if they chose 
to. Without the tribe, though, for all practical purposes they were no lon- 
ger Indians (this is the citizenship part.) Here, in essence, is assimilation’s 
Faustian bargain: have our settler world, but lose your indigenous soul. 
Beyond any doubt, this is a kind of death. Assimilationists recognized this 
very Clearly. On the face of it, one might not expect there to be much in 
common between Captain Richard Pratt, founder of the Carlisle boarding 
school for Indian youth and leading light of the philanthropic “Friends of 
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the Indian” group, and General Phil Sheridan, scourge of the Plains and 
author of the deathless maxim, “The only good Indian is a dead Indian.” 
Given the training in individualism that Pratt provided at his school, how- 
ever, the tribe could disappear while its members stayed behind, a meta- 
physical variant on the Choctaw scenario. This would offer a solution to 
reformers’ disquiet over the national discredit attaching to the Vanishing 
Indian. In a paper for the 1892 Charities and Correction Conference held 
in Denver, Pratt explicitly endorsed Sheridan’s maxim, “but only in this: 
that all the Indian there is in the race should be dead. Kill the Indian in 
him and save the man.” 


Group Death 


But just what kind of death is it that is involved in assimilation? It will not 
do to slip in a metaphor to usurp the reality of genocide. As we know, the 
etymology of “genocide” combines the senses of killing and of grouphood. 
Both are indispensable, and there is no priority between them. As we also 
know, the term “homicide” combines the senses of killing and of individu- 
ality. So far as I know, when it comes to killing an individual, there is no 
alternative to terminating their somatic career.** Yet, when Orestes was 
arraigned before the Furies for the murder of his mother Clytemnestra, 
whom he had killed to avenge her murder of his father Agamemnon, he 
was acquitted on the ground that, in a patrilineal society, he belonged to 
his father rather than to his mother, so the charge of matricide could not 
stand. Now, without taking this legend too seriously, it nonetheless illus- 
trates (as legends are presumably meant to) an important point. Orestes’ 
beating the charge did not mean that he had not actually killed Clytemnes- 
tra. It meant that he had been brought before the wrong court (the Furies 
dealt with intrafamily matters that could not be resolved by the mechanism 
of feud). Thus Orestes may not have been guilty of matricide, but that did 
not mean he was innocent. It meant that he might be guilty of some other 
form of illegal killing—one that could be dealt with by the blood feud or 
other appropriate sanction (where his plea of obligatory revenge may or 
may not have succeeded.) In other words, as in those languages where a 
verb is inflected by its object, the nature of a justiciable killing depends on 
its victim. There are seemingly absolute differences between, say, suicide, 
insecticide, and infanticide. For judicial purposes, genocide refers to the in- 
tentional destruction, in whole or in part, of a group. “Group” is more than 
a purely numerical designation. Genos refers to a denominate group with 
a membership that persists through time (Raphael Lemkin translated it as 
“tribe”). It is not simply a random collectivity, such as, say, the passengers 
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on a bus. Accordingly, with respect to Robert Gellately and Ben Kiernan 
(concerning both the title of their excellent book and their reference, in 
this context, to 9/11), the strike on the World Trade Center is an example 
of mass murder, but not, in my view, of genocide. Certainly, the bulk of 
the victims were US citizens. On the scale of the whole, however, not only 
was it an infinitesimal part of the group “Americans” (which, strictly, is 
not a consideration), but it was a one-off event.*® This does not mean that 
the perpetrators of 9/11 are not guilty. It means that a genocide tribunal 
is the wrong court to bring them before. Mass murders are not the same 
thing as genocide, though the one action can be both. Thus genocide has 
been achieved by means of summary mass murder (to cite examples already 
used) in the frontier massacring of indigenous peoples, in the Holocaust, 
and in Rwanda. But there can be summary mass murder without genocide, 
as in the case of 9/11, and there can be genocide without summary mass 
murder, as in the case of the continuing postfrontier destruction, in whole 
and in part, of indigenous genoi. Lemkin knew what he was doing when he 
used the word “tribe.”*” Richard Pratt and Phillip Sheridan were both prac- 
titioners of genocide. The question of degree is not the definitional issue. 

Vital though it is, definitional discussion can seem insensitively ab- 
stract. In the preceding paragraph, part of what I have had in mind has, 
obviously, been the term (which Lemkin favored) “cultural genocide.” My 
reason for not favoring the term is that it confuses definition with degree. 
Moreover, though this objection holds in its own right (or so I think), the 
practical hazards that can ensue once an abstract concept like “cultural 
genocide” falls into the wrong hands are legion. In particular, in an el- 
ementary category error, “either/or” can be substituted for “both/and,” 
from which genocide emerges as either biological (read “the real thing”) 
or cultural—and thus, it follows, not real. In practice, it should go without 
saying that the imposition on a people of the procedures and techniques 
that are generally glossed as “cultural genocide” is certainly going to have 
a direct impact on that people’s capacity to stay alive (even apart from their 
qualitative immiseration while they do so). At the height of the Dawes- 
era assimilation program, for instance, in the decade after Richard Pratt 
penned his Denver paper, Indian numbers hit the lowest level they would 
ever register.** Even in contemporary, post—native-title Australia, Aborigi- 
nal life expectancy clings to a level some twenty-five percent below that 
enjoyed by mainstream society, with infant mortality rates that are even 
worse.’” What species of sophistry does it take to separate a quarter “part” 
of the life of a group from the history of their elimination? 

Clearly, we are not talking about an isolated event here. Thus we can 
shift from settler colonialism’s structural complexity to its positivity as a 
structuring principle of settler-colonial society across time. 
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Bioculture 


The Cherokee Trail of Tears, which took place over the winter of 1838-39, 
presupposed the Louisiana Purchase of 1803, when Thomas Jefferson had 
bought approximately one-third of the present-day continental United 
States at a knockdown price from Napoleon.°® The greatest real estate 
deal in history provided the territory west of the Mississippi that succes- 
sive US governments would exchange for the homelands of the eastern 
tribes, whom they were bent on removing. For various reasons, these re- 
movals, which turned eastern tribes into proxy invaders of Indian territory 
across the Mississippi, were a crude and unsatisfactory form of elimina- 
tion. In particular, they were temporary, it being only a matter of time 
before the frontier rabble caught up with them.*! When that happened, 
as Annie Abel resignedly observed in concluding her classic account of 
the removals, “titles given in the West proved less substantial than those 
in the East, for they had no foundation in antiquity.”** Repeat removals, 
excisions from reservations, grants of the same land to different tribes, all 
conducted against a background of endless pressure for new or revised 
treaties, were the symptoms of removal’s temporariness, which kept time 
with the westward march of the nation. In the end, though, the western 
frontier met the one moving back in from the Pacific, and there was simply 
no space left for removal. The frontier had become coterminal with res- 
ervation boundaries. At this point, when the crude technique of removal 
declined in favor of a range of strategies for assimilating Indian people 
now that they had been contained within Euro-American society, we can 
more clearly see the logic of elimination’s positivity as a continuing feature 
of Euro-American settler society. 

With the demise of the frontier, elimination turned inwards, seeking 
to penetrate through the tribal surface to the individual Indian below, 
who was to be co-opted out of the tribe, which would be depleted accord- 
ingly, and into White society. The Greenwood LeFlore situation was to be 
generalized to all Indians. The first major expression of this shift was the 
discontinuation of treaty making, which came about in 1871.°> Over the 
following three decades, an avalanche of assimilationist legislation, accom- 
panied by draconian Supreme Court judgments that notionally dismantled 
tribal sovereignty and provided for the abrogation of existing treaties,*4 
relentlessly sought the breakdown of the tribe and the absorption into 
White society of individual Indians and their tribal land, only separately. 
John Wunder has termed this policy framework “the New Colonialism,” 
a discursive formation based on reservations and boarding schools that 
“attacked every aspect of Native American life—religion, speech, politi- 
cal freedoms, economic liberty, and cultural diversity.”°> The centerpiece 
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of this campaign was the allotment program, first generalized as Indian 
policy in the Dawes Severalty Act of 1887 and subsequently intensified and 
extended, whereby tribal land was to be broken down into individual al- 
lotments whose proprietors could eventually sell them to White people.* 
Ostensibly, this program provided for a cultural transformation whereby 
the magic of private property ownership would propel Indians from the 
collective inertia of tribal membership into the progressive individualism 
of the American dream. In practice, not only did Indian numbers rapidly 
hit the lowest level they would ever record, but this cultural procedure 
turned out to yield a faster method of land transference than the US Cav- 
alry had previously provided. In the half century from 1881, the total acre- 
age held by Indians in the United States fell by two-thirds, from just over 
155 million acres to just over 52 million.°’? Needless to say, the coincidence 
between the demographic statistics and the landownership ones was no 
coincidence. Throughout this process, reformers’ justifications for it (Sav- 
ing the Indian from the tribe, giving him the same opportunities as the 
White man, etc.) repeatedly included the express intention to destroy the 
tribe in whole.°? With their land base thus attenuated, US citizenship was 
extended to all Indians in 1924. In 1934, under the New Deal Indian Reor- 
ganization Act, allotment was abandoned in favor of a policy of admitting 
the tribe itself into the US polity, only on the condition that its constitu- 
tion be rewritten into structural harmony with its US civic environment. 
A distinctive feature of the model constitutions that the Secretary of the 
Interior approved for tribes that registered under the 1934 act was blood 
quantum requirements, originally introduced by Dawes Act commissioners 
to determine which tribal members would be eligible for what kind of allot- 
ments.°? Under the blood quantum regime, one’s Indianness progressively 
declines in accordance with a “biological” calculus that is a construct of 
Euro-American culture. © Juaneno/Jaqi scholar Annette Jaimes has termed 
this procedure “statistical extermination.”® In sum, the containment of 
Indian groups within Euro-American society that culminated in the end of 
the frontier produced a range of ongoing complementary strategies, whose 
common intention was the destruction of heterodox forms of Indian group- 
hood. In the post-World War II climate of civil rights, these strategies were 
reinforced by the policies of termination and relocation, held out as liberat- 
ing individual Indians from the thralldom of the tribe, whose compound 
effects rivaled the disasters of allotment.®? A major difference between this 
and the generality of noncolonial genocides is its sustained duration. 

I have previously rehearsed the continuity of the logic of elimination 
through postfrontier Australian society at some length, and more than 
once, so I shall leave it as read here.** Nonetheless, it is important to reiter- 
ate the fundamentally destructive nature of assimilation programs. In an 
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excess of voluntarism that mistakes responsible officials’ (in the main, Paul 
Hasluck’s) expressions of intent for the fullness of state activity, Russell 
McGregor has asserted that, because officials talked publicly of preparing 
Aborigines for assimilation into full membership of mainstream Austra- 
lian society, post-World War II Aboriginal assimilation was cultural as op- 
posed to biological and, therefore, not genocidal.** Apart from the fact that 
Hasluck-era policy sought to elevate Aborigines from out of their group 
and into mainstream Australian society as individuals (a strategy aimed 
at eliminating the group), and from the fact that, however it may be ideo- 
logically rationalized, child abduction is child abduction, the unexamined 
assumption that “culture” and “biology” are discrete categories is unten- 
able.®> In the Australian context alone, many scholars apart from myself 
have recognized that “the genetic and cultural codes recapitulated each 
other.”°* To take an example from genocide’s definitional core, Article II 
(d) of the UN Convention on Genocide, which seems to have been relatively 
overlooked in Australian discussions, includes among the acts that consti- 
tute genocide (assuming they are committed with intent to destroy a target 
group in whole or in part) the imposition of “measures intended to prevent 
births within the group.” Given that child abduction, assuming it is “suc- 
cessful”, brings about a situation in which second-generation offspring are 
born into a group that is different from the one from which the child/parent 
was originally abducted, there is abundant evidence of genocide being prac- 
tised in postwar Australia on the basis of Article II (d) alone. Yet it is im- 
possible to draw simple either/or lines between culture and biology in cases 
such as this. Though a child was physically abducted, the eventual outcome 
is as much a matter of a social classification as it is of a body count. None- 
theless, the intentional contribution to the demographic destruction of the 
“relinquishing” group is unequivocal. 


Structural Genocide 


Why, then, logic of elimination rather than genocide? As stated at the out- 
set, settler colonialism is a specific social formation and it is desirable to 
retain that specificity. So far as I can tell, an understanding of settler colo- 
nialism would not be particularly helpful for understanding the mass kill- 
ings of, say, witches in medieval Europe, Tutsis in Rwanda, enemies of the 
people in Cambodia, or Jews in the Nazi fatherland (the Lebensraum is, 
of course, another matter). By the same token, with the possible exception 
of the witches (whose murders appear to have been built into a great social 
transition,) these mass killings would seem to have little to tell us about 
the long-run structural consistency of settler colonizers’ attempts to elimi- 


120 Patrick Wolfe 


nate native societies. In contrast to the Holocaust, which was endemic to 
Nazism rather than to Germany (which was by no means the only—or 
even, historically, the most—antisemitic society in Europe) settler colonial- 
ism is relatively impervious to regime change. The genocide of American 
Indians or of Aboriginal people in Australia has not been subject to elec- 
tion results. So why not a special kind of genocide?—Raymond Evans’ and 
Bill Thorpe’s etymologically deft “indigenocide,” for instance,°’ or one of 
the hyphenated genocides (“cultural genocide,” “ethnocide,” “politicide,” 
etc.)®§ that have variously been proposed? The apparently insurmountable 
problem with the qualified genocides is that, in their very defensiveness, 
they threaten to undo themselves. They are never quite the real thing, 
just as patronizingly hyphenated ethnics are not fully Australian or fully 
American. Apart from this categorical problem, there is a historical ba- 
sis to the relative diminution of the qualified genocides. This basis is, of 
course, the Holocaust—the nonparadigmatic paradigm that, being the 
indispensable example, can never merely exemplify. Keeping one eye on 
the Holocaust, which is always the unqualified referent of the qualified 
genocides, can only disadvantage indigenous people because it discursively 
reinforces the figure of lack at the heart of the non-Western. Moreover, 
whereas the Holocaust exonerates antisemitic Western nations who were 
on the side opposing the Nazis, those same nations have nothing to gain 
from their liability for colonial genocides. On historical as well as categori- 
cal grounds, therefore, the hyphenated genocides devalue indigenous attri- 
tion. No such problem bedevils analysis of the logic of elimination, which, 
in its specificity to settler colonialism, is premised on the securing—the 
obtaining and the maintaining—of territory.®’ This logic certainly requires 
the elimination of the owners of that territory, but not in any particular 
way. To this extent, it is a larger category than genocide. For instance, 
the style of romantic stereotyping that I have termed “repressive authen- 
ticity,” which is a feature of settler-colonial discourse in many countries, 
is not genocidal in itself, though it eliminates large numbers of empirical 
natives from official reckonings and, as such, is often concomitant with 
genocidal practice.”” Indeed, depending on the historical conjuncture, as- 
similation can be a more effective mode of elimination than outright kill- 
ing, since it does not involve such a disruptive affront to the rule of law 
that is ideologically central to the cohesion of settler society.’1 When inva- 
sion 1s recognized as a structure rather than an event, its history does not 
stop (or, more to the point, become relatively trivial) when it moves on 
from the era of frontier homicide. Rather, narrating that history involves 
charting the continuities, discontinuities, adjustments, and departures 
whereby a logic that initially informed frontier killing transmutes into dif- 
ferent modalities, discourses, and institutional formations as it undergirds 
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the historical development and complexification of settler society. This is 
not a hierarchical procedure. 

Despite these and other advantages that my term seems to offer, how- 
ever, in the end I cannot get around Robert Gellately and Ben Kiernan’s 
salutary admonition that tampering with the definition of genocide could 
lead to some of its victims being found ineligible for redress.’* After all, as 
recent Australian experience has shown, there is no shortage of influential 
cultural players who are only too willing to deny, distort, and suppress 
information on the issue.”* Thus the problem becomes one of how to retain 
the specificity of settler colonialism without downplaying its impact by 
resorting to a qualified genocide. I suggest that, to express settler colo- 
nialism’s genocidal dimension, the term “structural genocide” avoids the 
questions of degree (and, therefore, of hierarchy among victims) that are 
entailed in qualified genocides, while retaining settler colonialism’s struc- 
tural induration (it also lets in the witches, whose destruction, as Charles 
Zika has shown, was closely linked to the coeval transatlantic destruction 
of Native Americans”). Given a historical perspective on structural geno- 
cide, we can recognize its being in abeyance (as, mercifully, it seems to be 
in contemporary Australia) rather than being a thing of the past—which 
is to say, we should guard against the recurrence of what Moses terms 
“genocidal moments” (social workers continue to take Aboriginal children 
in disproportionate numbers, for example.’°) Focusing on structural geno- 
cide also enables us to appreciate some of the concrete empirical relation- 
ships between spatial removal, mass killings, and biocultural assimilation. 
For instance, where there is no space left for removal (as occurred on the 
demise of the frontier in the US and Australia, or on the Soviet victory 
on Nazi Germany’s eastern front), mass killings or assimilation become 
the only eliminatory options available. Under these circumstances, the 
resort to mass killings can reflect the proclaimed inassimilability of the 
victim group, as in the case of Jews in relation to the “Aryan” blood- 
stock.’”© Correspondingly, assimilation programs can reflect the ideologi- 
cal requirements of settler-colonial societies, which characteristically cite 
native advancement to establish their egalitarian credentials to potentially 
fractious groups of immigrants.’’ 

The demise of the frontier was not, however, a local phenomenon. As 
J.A. Hobson and, following him, V.I. Lenin so influentially noted, imperi- 
alism had been central to the expansion of industrial capitalism.’® Once the 
space for further colonization of the extra-European world had been effec- 
tively exhausted, the expanded universe of European imperialism turned 
back in on itself, bringing the contest over existing imperial possessions 
to the point of world war. Oversimplified as it is (though not thereby inac- 
curate), this generalization is enough, for our purposes, to underline the 
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crucial point, in relation to settler colonialism and genocide, that Germany 
emerged from World War I effectively bereft of overseas imperial posses- 
sions. As a number of scholars have noted, the push for German living 
space (Lebensraum) in western Poland, which involved clearing that region 
of Jewish, Slav, and other supposedly non-German populations, evinced 
many of the characteristic features of settler colonialism, in particular mass 
killings, removals (until precluded by the Soviets), and the assimilation of 
Poles alleged to look like Aryans.” It is important to note that territorial 
separation was not involved here. Nothing that I have said about settler 
colonialism requires there to be a spatial hiatus (or “blue water”) between 
metropole and colony.®° Settler colonization occurs and persists to the ex- 
tent that a population sets out to replace another one in its habitation, 
regardless of where the colonizing population originated. 
How, then, might any of this help to predict and prevent genocide? 


Indications 


In the first place, it shows us that settler colonialism is an indicator. Un- 
palatable though it is (to speak as a member of a settler society), this con- 
clusion has a positive aspect, which is a corollary to settler colonialism’s 
temporal dimension. Since settler colonialism persists over extended peri- 
ods of time, structural genocide should be easier to interrupt than short- 
term genocides. For instance, it seems reasonable to credit the belated 
UN/Australian intervention in East Timor with warding off the likelihood 
of a continued or renewed genocidal program. Realpolitik is a factor, how- 
ever. Thus the relief of Timor would not seem to hold out a great deal of 
hope for, say, Tibet. 

Since settler colonialism is an indicator, it follows that we should moni- 
tor situations in which settler colonialism intensifies or in which societies 
that are not yet or not fully settler-colonial take on more of its character- 
istics. Israel’s progressive dispensing with its reliance on Palestinian labor 
would seem to present an ominous case in point.®! Colin Tatz has argued, 
conclusively in my view, that, while Turkish behavior in Armenia, Nazi 
behavior in Europe, and Australian behavior toward Aborigines (among 
other examples) constitute genocide, the apartheid regime in South Africa 
does not. His basic reason is that African labor was indispensable to apart- 
heid South Africa, so it would have been counterproductive to destroy it. 
The same can be said of African American slavery. In both cases, the geno- 
cide tribunal is the wrong court. 

The US parallel is significant because, unlike in South Africa, the for- 
mal apparatus of oppression (slavery) was overcome but Whites remained 
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in power.®? On emancipation, Blacks became surplus to some requirements 
and, to that extent, more like Indians. Thus it is highly significant that the 
barbarities of lynching and the Jim Crow reign of racial terror should be 
a postemancipation phenomenon.** As valuable commodities, slaves had 
only been destroyed in extremis. Even after slavery, Black people contin- 
ued to have value as a source of super-cheap labor (providing an incite- 
ment to poor Whites), so their dispensability was tempered.** Today in the 
US, the blatant racial zoning of large cities and the penal system suggests 
that, once a colonized people outlives its utility, settler societies can fall 
back on the repertoire of strategies (in this case, spatial sequestration) 
whereby they have also dealt with the native surplus. There could hardly 
be a more concrete expression of spatial sequestration than the East Je- 
rusalem, and West Bank walls. There again, apartheid also relied on se- 
questration. Perhaps Colin Tatz, who insists that Israel is not genocidal,*° 
finds it politic to allow an association between the Zionist and apartheid 
regimes as the price of preempting the charge of genocide. It is hard to 
imagine that a scholar of his perspicacity can have failed to recognize the 
Palestinian resonances of his statement, made in relation to Biko youth, 
that “they threw rocks and died for their efforts.”8* Nonetheless, as Pales- 
tinians become more and more dispensable, East Jerusalem, Gaza and the 
West Bank become less and less like Bantustans and more and more like 
reservations (or, for that matter, like the Warsaw Ghetto). 

All this and more follows, it seems to me, from the recognition that 
settler-colonial invasion is a structure rather than an event. 
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of the national pattern of the oppressor. This imposition, in turn, may be made upon 
the oppressed population whichis allowed to remain, or upon the territory alone, after 
removal of the population and colonization of the area by the oppressor’s own nation- 
als.” Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, 
Proposals for Redress (New York, 1944), 79. 

For varying analyses and discussions of the principal formulations of the doctrine of 
discovery, see for example Anthony Anghie, “Francisco de Vitoria and the Colonial 
Origins of International Law,” in Laws of the Postcolonial, ed. Eve Darian-Smith and 
Peter Fitzpatrick (Ann Arbor, MI, 1999), 89-107; Andrew Fitzmaurice, Humanism 
and America. An Intellectual History of English Colonisation, 1500-1625 (Cam- 
bridge, 2003); David Kennedy, “Primitive Legal Scholarship,” Harvard International 
Law Journal 27 (1986): 1-98; Mark F. Lindley, The Acquisition and Government of 
Backward Territory in International Law (London, 1926); Robert A. Williams, Jr., 
The American Indian in Western Legal Thought: The Discourses of Conquest (Ox- 
ford, 1990), esp. 233-86. 

This observation unites almost all commentators, whatever their political inclina- 
tion. Cf. for example Anthony Anghie, “Finding the Peripheries: Sovereignty and 
Colonialism in Nineteenth-Century International Law,” Harvard International Law 
Journal 40 (1999): 69; L.C. Green, “Claims to Territory in Colonial America,” in The 
Law of Nations and the New World, ed. L.C. Green and Olive P. Dickason (Edmon- 
CO, 1967), b2 5. 

See for example Wilcomb E. Washburn, ed., History of Indian-White Relations 
(Washington, DC, 1988); William C. Sturtevant, ed., Handbook of North American 
Indians, 11 vols. (Washington, DC, 2001), 4: 5-39. 

As Mr. Justice Johnson put it in his concurrence with Chief Justice Marshall’s judg- 
ment in Cherokee v. Georgia, “the hunter state bore within itself the promise of vacat- 
ing the territory, because when game ceased, the hunter would go elsewhere to seek tt. 
But a more fixed state of society would amount to a permanent destruction of the hope, 
and, of consequence, of the beneficial character of the pre-emptive right.” Cherokee v. 
Georgia (30 US |5 Peters] 1, 1831), 23. 

The judgments most often cited in this connection are Worcester v. Georgia, 31 U.S. 
515 (6 Peters 1832); Ex parte Crow Dog, 109 U.S. 556 (1883); and Williams v. Lee, 
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358 U.S. 217 (1959). I present a critique of the limitations of these judgments, and of 
the limitations of US-style Indian sovereignty as a whole, in an article entitled “Against 
the Intentional Fallacy: Marking the Gap between Rhetoric and Outcome in US [ndian 
Law and Policy,” under consideration by a journal. 

Harvey D. Rosenthal, “Indian Claims and the American Conscience: A Brief History 
of the Indian Claims Commission,” in Irredeemable America: Thelndians’ Estate and 
Land Claims, ed. Imre Sutton (Albuquerque, NM, 1985), 36. 

The classic accounts from a well-established literature include Annie H. Abel, “The 
History of Events Resulting in Indian Consolidation West of the Mississippi River,” 
in American Historical Association Annual Report for 1906, 2 vols. (Washington, 
DC, 1906), 2: 233-450; Angie Debo, A History of the Indians of the United States 
(Norman, OK, 1970); Foreman, Indian Removal; Helen Hunt Jackson, A Century of 
Dishonor: A Sketch of the United States Government’s Dealings with Some of the 
Indian Tribes (New York, 1885). 

james M. Mooney, Historical Sketch ofthe Cherokee (Chicago, 1975 [1900}), 124. 
The most lively source on the ghoulish enterprise of craniology/craniometry remains 
Stephen J. Gould, The Mismeasure of Man (Harmondsworth, UK, 1981). For a su- 
perbly written account with an Australian focus, see Helen MacDonald, Human Re- 
mains: Episodes in Human Dissection (Melbourne, 2005). 

Wolfe, “Limits of Native Title,” 144. 

Williams, American Indian, 269. 

Johnson v. McIntosh, 21 U.S. 543 (8 Wheaton 1823), 573. 

For discussion of Olney’s “tide of history” concept, see Jackie Delpero, “‘The Tide of 
History’: Australian Native Title Discourse 1n Global Context” (MA thesis, Victoria 
University of Technology, 2003); David Ritter, “The Judgement of the World: The 
Yorta Yorta Case and the ‘Tide of History,” Australian Historical Studies 123 (April 
2004): 106-21. 

Paul R. Bartrop, “Punitive Expeditions and Massacres: Gippsland, Colorado, and the 
Question of Genocide,” in Genocide and Setter Society, 194-214. 

[bids 199: 

ibid: 203. 

Alison Palmer, Colonial Genocide (Adelaide, 2000), 199. 

Zygmunt Bauman, Modernity and the Holocaust (Cambridge, 1989). 

In 1902, the renowned English liberal J.A. Hobson expressed the fear “that the arts 
and crafts of tyranny, acquired and exercised in our unfree Empire, should be turned 
against our liberties at home.” Imperialism: A Study (London, 1902), 160. For Du 
Bois, see Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism (New York, 1966). On Cés- 
aire, see Lorenzo Veracini’s chapter in this book. 

Enzo Traverso, The Origins of Nazi Violence, trans. Janet Lloyd (New York, 2003); 
Charles Patterson, Eternal Treblinka: Our Treatment of Animals and the Holocaust 
(New York, 2002). 

“The [Central Government-region Jewish] ghetto clearings amounted to wild, day-long 
shooting sprees in particular sections of cities, at the end of which bodies were lying 
in the main streets leading to train stations.” Dieter Pohl, “The Murder of Jews in the 
General Government,” in National Socialist Extermination Policies: Contemporary 
German Perspectives and Controversies, ed. Ulrich Herbert (New York, 2000), 99. 
See also the discussion in Stephen R. Welch, “A Survey of Interpretive Paradigms in 
Holocaust Studies and a Comment on the Dimensions of the Holocaust,” Yale Center 
for International and Area Studies Working Paper, no. GS17 (New Haven, CT, 2001), 9, 
n. 24, 25; Jurgen Zimmerer, “Colonialism and the Holocaust: Towards an Archaeology 
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of Genocide,” in Moses, Genocide and Settler Society, 48-76. On colonial starvations 
and the “New Imperialism,” see Mike Davis, Late Victorian Holocausts: El Nino Fam- 
ines and the Making of the Third World (London, 2001). 

Robert Melson, “Modern Genocide in Rwanda: Ideology, Revolution, War, and Mass 
Murder in an African State,” in The Specter of Genocide, ed. Robert Gellately and Ben 
Kiernan (Cambridge and New York), 326. 

Ibid., 327-28. 

See for example Collette Guillaumin, “The Idea of Race and its Elevation to Autono- 
mous Scientific and Legal Status,” in Racism, Sexism, Power and Ideology (London, 
1995), 61-98; Ivan Hannaford, Race: The History of anIdeain the West (Baltimore, 
MD, 1996); Kenan Malik, The Meaning of Race: Race, History and Culture in West- 
ern Society (London, 1996); George L. Mosse, Toward the Final Solution: A History 
of European Racism (Madison, WI, 1985); Tzvetan Todorov, On Human Diversity: 
Nationalism, Racism, and Exoticism in French Thought (Cambridge, MA, 1993). For 
discussion, see my “Race and Racialisation: Some Thoughts,” Postcolonial Studies 5S, 
no. 1 (2002): 51-62. 

Robert Manne misses this point (“Aboriginal Child Removal and the Question of 
Genocide,” in Genocide and Settler Society, 219-20). Responding to a question 
posed in 1937 by Western Australian Aboriginal affairs functionary A.O. Neville 
(“Are we going to have a population of 1,000,000 blacks in the [Australian] Com- 
monwealth, or are we going to merge them into our white community and eventually 
forget that there ever were any aborigines in Australia?”), Manne suggests that, in 
order to “grasp the genocidal implications” of the question, “we need only replace 
the words ‘blacks’ and ‘Aborigine’ [sic] with the word ‘Jew’” and locate the posing of 
the question in Berlin rather than Canberra. Apart from its contrivedness, this anal- 
ogy fails because the Nazi racialization of Jews did not conduce to their assimilation. 
Rather, the reverse was the case. As Robert Gellately has observed, “Although we can 
point to some similarities in Nazi plans and actions for Jews and Slavs, there was, and 
remains one crucial difference: in principle Jews could never be saved, never convert, 
nor be assimilated.” “The Third Reich, the Holocaust, and Visions of Serial Geno- 
cide,” in Specter of Genocide, 262. 

Roger W. Smith, “Human Destructiveness and Politics: The Twentieth Century as an 
Age of Genocide,” in Genocide andthe Modern Age, 31. 

Deborah Bird Rose, Hidden Histories: Black Stories from Victoria River Downs, 
Humbert River and Wave Hill Stations (Canberra, 1991), 46. 

“For the provisions serving to the support of humane life, produced by one acre of 
inclosed and cultivated land, are (to speak much within compasse) ten times more, 
than those, which are yeilded [sic] by an acre of Land, of an equal richnesse, lyeing 
wast in common.” John Locke, Two Treatises of Government (Cambridge, 1963 
ere eo: 

See, for instance, the Adi Nes photograph used as publicity for the Jewish Museum of 
New York’s 1998/99 “After Rabin: New Art from Israel” show. www.thejewishmu- 
seum.org/site/pages/content/exhibitions/special/rabin/rabin_zoom/rabinL1.html. The 
“New Jew” is an established Zionist theme. In introducing his terrorist memoir, for 
instance, future Israeli prime minister Menachim Begin announced that, in addition 
to his Jewish readers, he had also written the book for Gentiles, “lest they be unwill- 
ing torealise, or all too ready to overlook, the fact that out of blood and fire and tears 
and ashes a new specimen of human being was born, a specimen completely unknown 
to the world for over eighteen hundred years, ‘the FIGHTING JEW.’ ” The Revolt, 
Samuel Katz, trans. (London, 1979), xxv, capitals in original. 
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“[John] Ross—the successful self-made Cherokee entrepreneur—was really what 
white Georgians feared. Their biggest obstacle to acquiring the Cherokee lands was 
the cultivator’s plow and overseer’s whip—not the war club, bow, and scalping knife.” 
Sean M. O’Brien, In Bitterness and in Tears: Andrew Jackson’s Destruction of the 
Creeks and Seminoles (Westport, CT, 2003), 229. For the Constitution of the Chero- 
kee Nation, see The Cherokee Phoenix, 28 February 1828. 

The capacity to achieve permanence was typically put down to European ancestry, 
as in Andrew Jackson’s exasperated disparagement of the “designing half-breeds and 
renegade white men” who had encouraged Chickasaw reluctance to cede land. Theda 
Perdue, “Mixed Blood” Indians: Racial Construction in the Early South (Athens, 
GA, 2003), 70, 95-96. With particular reference to the Cherokee, Governor George 
Gilmer of Georgia responded to Ross’s organization of the Cherokee v. Georgia Su- 
preme Court case with the assertion that real Indians were incapable of civilized im- 
provements: “Upon examination, it will be found that the Aboriginal [sic] people are 
as ignorant, thoughtless, and improvident, as formerly ... that the chief [Ross,] the 
president of the council, the judges, marshals and sheriffs, and most of the persons 
concerned in the administration of the [Cherokee] Government, are the descendants of 
Europeans.” Sketches of Some of the First Settlers of Upper Georgia (Baltimore, MD, 
1965), 294: 296, 

Foreman, Indian Removal, 310. 

Perdue, “Mixed Blood” Indians, 68. 

Ronald N. Satz, American Indian Policy in the Jacksonian Era (Lincoln, NE, 1975), 83. 
FromRichard H. Pratt, “The Advantages of Mingling Indians with Whites” [1892], in 
Francis P. Prucha, ed., Americanizing the American Indians: Writings by the “Friends 
of the Indian”, 1880-1900 (Cambridge, MA, 1973), 261. As this article was going 
off to the publishers, Ward Churchill’s Kill the Indian, Save the Man: The Genocidal 
Impact of American Indian Residential Schools (San Francisco, 2004) arrived in Aus- 
tralia. Apart from recommending this book, I cannot comment on it adequately in a 
footnote, sol am putting it off until another time. 

Apart, that is, from conceivable vegetative states that modern medicine may be able to 
induce and sustain, but of which I remain thankfully unaware. 

So far, at least. If al-Qaeda were to repeat the procedure a sufficient number of times, 
then 9/11 could emergeas the onset of a genocide. Definitionally, in other words, as in the 
case of other patterned or cumulative phenomena, genocide can obtain retrospectively. 
He had alternatives. Liddell and Scott give “race, stock, family” as primary meanings 
of genos, with secondary meanings including offspring, nation, caste, breed, gender 
(!), and “class, sort, kind.” “Tribe” is listed as a subdivision of ethnos (“a number of 
people living together, a company, body of men... a race, family, tribe”). Henry G. 
Liddell and Robert Scott, Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford, 1869), 314, 426. Cf. Lem- 
kin, Axis Rule, 79. 

Russell Thornton, American Indian Holocaust and Survival: A Population History 
Since 1492 (Norman, OK, 1987), 133. 

“In 1998-2000, life expectancy for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples was 
shorter by 21 years for males and 20 years for females, compared with the total popula- 
tion....In 1998~2000, the death rate for Indigenous infants was around fourtimes the 
rate in the total population.” Australian Bureau of Statistics, Australian Social Trends: 
Health—Mortality and Morbidity: Mortality of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Peoples (Canberra, 2002), 1. See also House of Representatives Standing Committee on 
Family and Community Affairs, Health is Life: Report on the Inquiry into Indigenous 
Health (Canberra, 2000); Neil Thomson, “Trends in Aboriginal Infant Mortality,” in A 
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Matter of Life and Death: Contemporary Aboriginal Infant Mortality, ed. Alan Gray 
(Canberra, 1990), 1-8. 

What Jefferson bought was French dominion. The rawly unsettled nature of the Pur- 
chase territory (at least, outside New Orleans and its environs and outpost settlements 
such as Detroit and St. Louis) was illustrated by the rapid commissioning of Lewis and 
Clark’s 1803 expedition to chart it. 

This was the reality behind the mushrooming frontier demographies. “In the decade 
before 1820, the population of the new state of Alabama increased by a startling 1,000 
percent.” O’Brien, Im Bitterness and in Tears, 221. For an iJluminating catalogue of 
Creek responses to this invasion, see Richard S. Lackey, comp., Frontier Claims in the 
Lower South. Records of Claims Filed by Citizens of the Alabama and Tombigbee 
River Settlements in the Mississippi Territory for Depredations by the Creek Indians 
During the War of 1812 (New Orleans, 1977). 

Abel, “Indian Consolidation,” 412. 

“No Indian nation or tribe within the territory of the United States shall be acknowl- 
edged or recognized as an independent nation, tribe, or power with whom the United 
States may contract by treaty.” 16 Stat., 566 (Act of 3 March 1871), c. 120, s. 1. For 
discussion, see Vine Deloria, Jr. and David E. Wilkins, Tribes, Treaties, @ Constitu- 
tional Tribulations (Austin, TX, 1999), 60-61; Francis P. Prucha, The Great Father: 
The United States Government and the American Indians, abridged ed. (Lincoln, 
NE, 1986), 165. 

In particular, USv. Kagama, 118 U.S. 375 (1886); Lone Wolf v. Hitchcock, 187 U.S. 
39571903): 

John R. Wunder, “Retained By The People”: A History of American Indians and the 
Bill of Rights (New York, 1994), 39, 17. 

The best source on this campaign remains the authoritative report that found its way 
into the House hearings preceding the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934: D.S. Otis, 
The Dawes Act and the Allotment of Indian Lands, ed. Francis P. Prucha (Norman, 
OK, 1973 [1934]). 

Statistical Abstract of the United States (US Bureau of the Census, Department of 
Commerce, 1955), 180. 

See, for example, Frederick E. Hoxie, A Final Promise: The Campaign to Assimilate 
the Indians, 1880-1920 (Cambridge, 1989); Prucha, Americanizing the American In- 
dians, passim. 

Thomas J. Morgan, “What Is an Indian?”, Sixty-Fifth Annual Report of the Commis- 
sioner for Indian Affairs (Washington, DC, 1892), 31-37. 

“Thus the key factor in colonial and ‘post’-colonial race relations is not, as some have 
argued, simple demographic numbers, since populations have to be differentiated be- 
fore they can be counted. Difference, it cannot be stressed enough, is not simply given. 
It is the outcome of differentiation, which is an intensely conflictual process.” Wolfe, 
“Land, Labor, and Difference,” 894. 

M. Annette Jaimes, “Federal Indian Identification Policy: A Usurpation of Indigenous 
Sovereignty in North America,” in The State of Native America: Genocide, Coloni- 
zation, and Resistance (Boston, 1992), 137. Patricia Limerick 1s almost as succinct: 
“Set the blood quantum at one quarter, hold to it as a rigid definition of Indians, let 
intermarriage proceed as it has for centuries, and eventually Indians will be defined 
out of existence. When that happens, the federal government will finally be freed from 
its persistent ‘Indian problem.” The Legacy of Conquest: The Unbroken Past of the 
American West (New York, 1987), 338. 
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Donald L. Fixico, Termination and Relocation. Federal Indian Policy, 1945-1960 
(Albuquerque, 1986); Charles F. Wilkinson and Eric R. Biggs, “The Evolution of the 
Termination Policy,” American Indian Law Review 5 (1977): 139-84. 

Wolfe, “Nation and MiscegeNation”; idem, Settler Colonialism, chapter 6. 

Russell McGregor, “Governance, Not Genocide: Aboriginal Assimilation in the Post- 
war Era,” in Genocide and Settler Society, 290-311. 

In attaching a temporal correlate (roughly, World WarII)tohis insulation of these two 
categories, McGregor misrepresents my discussion of the policy of Aboriginal assimi- 
lation, citing it as an example of the mistaken claim that the “foundations of a national 
assimilation policy” were laid at the 1937 Canberra Conference on Aborigines (“Gov- 
ernance, Not Genocide,” 294, n. 15). Technically, that conference did provide such a 
foundation, since state Aboriginal policies had not previously been coordinated on the 
national (Commonwealth) level. To accommodate this consideration, and to express 
the coordinated nature of the resolution, on the page that McGregor cites (Wolfe, Set- 
tler Colonialism, 11), I stated that the policy was “standardized” in 1937. I nowhere 
stated that it was “founded” anything like as late as that. On the contrary, in a number 
of places, I explicitly asserted 1886 as the founding date (e.g., “the 1886 Victorian [Ab- 
origines] Act was the first official expression of the national policy of assimilation,” 
181. See also, inter alia, 31, 175). It would seem that more than mere carelessness is 
involved here. In the same footnote, McGregor includes Stuart Macintyre in the same 
misrepresentation. On the page before the one that McGregor cites, Macintyre states 
that the policy of absorbing Aborigines was “first adopted in Victoria in 1886 and 
followed elsewhere by 1912.” Macintyre, “Assimilation,” in The Oxford Companion 
to Australian History, ed. Graeme Davison, John Hirst, and Stuart Macintyre (Mel- 
bourne, 1998), 41f. On the following page, the one that McGregor cites, Macintyre 
accurately states that the 1937 Conference representatives “declared that the destiny of 
the mixed-race [Aboriginal] population was to be absorbed into the white population.” 
There is no suggestion that this was the first time that such a policy had been declared 
and, here again, no mention of foundations. 

Wolfe, “Nation and MiscegeNation,” 111; idem, Settler Colonialism, 180. Scholars 
who have made this point subsequently are too numerous to mention. Among those 
who made tt before my 1994 discussion, see for example Jeremy Beckett, “The Past in 
the Present, the Present in the Past: Constructing a National Aboriginality,” in Past 
and Present: The Construction of Aboriginality (Canberra, 1988), 191-217; Gillian 
Cowlishaw, “Colour, Culture and the Aboriginalists,” Man 22 (1988): 221-37; An- 
drew Lattas, “Aborigines and Contemporary Australian Nationalism: Primordiality 
and the Cultural Politics of Otherness,” in Writing Australian Culture, ed. Julie Mar- 
cus (special issue of Social Analysis no. 27 1990. ), 50-69. 

Raymond Evans and Bill Thorpe, this volume, also “The Massacre of Aboriginal His- 
tory,’ Overland 163 (2001): 36. 

For examples (some of which are actually hyphenated), see Katherine Bischoping and 
Natalie Fingerhut, “Border Lines: Indigenous Peoples in Genocide Studies,” Canadian 
Review of Social Anthropology 33 (1996): 484-85; Robert K. Hitchcock and Tara 
M. Twedt, “Physical and Cultural Genocide of Various Indigenous Peoples,” in Geno- 
cide in the Twentieth Century, ed. Samuel Totten, William S. Parsons, and Israel W. 
Charny (New York, 1995), 498-501. For “politicide” (“a process that covers a wide 
range of social, political, and military activities whose goal is to destroy the political 
and national viability of a whole community of people”), see Baruch Kimmerling, 
Politicide: Ariel Sharon’s War Against the Palestinians, rev. edn (London, 2006). 
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Ever alert to the damaging implications in this connection of Israel’s invasion of Pales- 
tinian territory, Colin Tatz belittles the significance of “a contest for land and what the 
land held” as merely “explain[ing] away” colonial ethnocide (With Intent to Destroy: 
Reflecting on Genocide [London, 2003], 180). Lower down the same page, however, 
he observes that “We need to remember that Aboriginal Australians were deemed 
expendable not just because they were considered ‘vermin’, or because they sometimes 
speared cattle or settlers, but because they failed the Lockean test of being a people 
capable of a polity anda civility, to wit, they couldn’t or wouldn’t exploit the land they 
held, at least not in the European sense.” 

Wolfe, “Nation and MiscegeNation,” 110-18; idem, Settler Colonialism, 168-90. 
For US examples, see for example Robert F. Berkhofer, Jr., The White Man’s Indian. 
Images of the American Indian from Columbus to the Present (New York, 1979); 
Hugh Honour, The New Golden Land: European Images of America from the Dis- 
coveries to the Present Time (New York, 1975). For responses to the phenomenon, 
see for example Fergus M. Bordewich, Killing the White Man’s Indian. Reinventing 
Native Americans at the End of the Twentieth Century (New York, 1996); Ward 
Churchill, Indians Are Us? Culture and Genocide in Native North America (Mon- 
roe, ME, 1994). 

Thus we need not detain ourselves with wondering, counterfactually, why settlers 
should have refrained from killing every last Aboriginal person (or, as the question 
has been put more generally by Tim Rowse: “How Did a Liberal Tradition of Respect 
for Indigenous Rights Survive at All in Twentieth-Century Australia?” in After Mabo: 
Interpreting Indigenous Traditions [Melbourne, 1994], 24). Even apart from the ques- 
tion of indigenous resistance, settler colonialism has, as observed, two principal as- 
pects—not only the removal of native society but also its concomitant replacement by 
settler institutions. This latter, positive aspect involves the establishment and legitima- 
tion of civil hegemony, a project that would be pointlessly complicated by the openly 
irregular slaughter of people who no longer have the capacity seriously to obstruct the 
formation of settler society. The logic of elimination is not simply killing for its own 
sake but elimination for a purpose, and by a variety of strategic means. As I put it in 
1994, “Since the requirement for legitimacy rendered massacres relatively inefficient, 
[child] abduction represents a purer solution to the same social imperative.” (“Nation 
and MiscegeNation,” 117). 

“To contest categorization of a genocide may even serve to deny victims of such an 
event the legal remedy to which they have legitimate resort.” Gellately and Kiernan, 
ed., Specter of Genocide, 379-80. 

With courageous persistence, Robert Manne has pursued the inconsistencies and mis- 
representations of this group, who are well financed and litigious: “In Denial: The Sto- 
len Generations and the Right,” Australian Quarterly Essay 1 (2001): 1-113; Manne, 
ed., Whitewash: On Keith Windschuttle’s Fabrication of Aboriginal History (Mel- 
bourne, 2003). Ward Churchill has a comparable, if less judicious, record inthe USA. 
See A Little Matter of Genocide: Holocaust and Denial in the Americas, 1492 to the 
Present (San Francisco, 1997). 

Charles Zika, “Fashioning New Worlds from Old Fathers: Reflections on Saturn, Am- 
erindians and Witches in a Sixteenth-century Print,” in Dangerous Liaisons: Essays 
in Honour of Greg Dening, ed. Donna Merwick (Melbourne, 1994), 249-81; idem, 
“Cannibalism and Witchcraft in Early-Modern Europe: Reading the Visual Images,” 
History Workshop Journal 44 (1997): 77-105. 

“At June 2002, 22% (4,200) of children in out-of-home care were Aboriginal or Tor- 
res Straight [sic] Islander children. This represented a much higher rate of children 
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in out-of-home care among Indigenous children than non-Indigenous children (20.1 
per 1,000 compared with 3.2 per 1,000).” An indication of the progress that Indig- 
enous people in Australia have achieved since the darkest days of the assimilation 
policy is contained in the sentence that follows this excerpt: “In all jurisdictions, the 
Aboriginal Child Placement Principle outlines a preference for Indigenous children to 
be placed with other Aboriginal or Torres Straight [sic] Islander peoples, preferably 
within the child’s extended family or community,” in Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
Australia Now (Canberra, 2004), s. 2, “Australian Social Trends, 2003: Family and 
Community-Services: Child Protection.” 

Given the marrilineal transmission of (and relative difficulty of conversion to) Judaism, 
this factor indicates vigilance in relation to Palestine. 

“Assimilated natives would be proof positive that America was an open society, where 
obedience and accommodation to the wishes of the majority would be rewarded with 
social equality.” Hoxie, Final Promise, 34. See also George P. Castile, “Indian Sign: 
Hegemony and Symbolism in Federal! Indian Policy,” in State and Reservation. New 
Perspectives on Federal Indian Policy, ed. George P. Castile and Robert L. Bee (Tuc- 
son, AZ, 1992), 176-83. 

Hobson, Imperialism; N. [V.I.] Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism 
(Moscow, 1970 [1916]). For discussion, see Wolfe, “History and Imperialism: A Cen- 
tury of Theory, from Marx to Postcolonialism,” American Historical Review 102 
(1997) 339=93: 

Isabel Heinemann, ““Until the Last Drop of Good Blood’: The Kidnapping of ‘Racial ly 
Valuable’ Children and the Nazi Racial Policy in Occupied Eastern Europe,” in Geno- 
cide and Settler Society, 244~66; Jiirgen Zimmerer, “The Birth of the Ostland Out of 
the Spirit of Colonialism: A Postcolonial Perspective on the Nazi Policy of Conquest 
and Extermination,” Patterns of Prejudice 39, no. 2 (2005): 197-219; Zimmerer, “Co- 
lonialism and the Holocaust.” 

For the Blue Water Thesis, whereby the United Nations accepted a definition of “col- 
ony” as geographically separate from its administering nation, see Ward Churchill, 
Perversions of Justice. Indigenous Peoples and Angloamerican Law (San Francisco, 
2004), 51. 

A drive to replace Palestinian labor with cheap immigrant labor began in the early 
1990s in response to the first Intifada. Though this policy was officially abandoned 
as it generated its own problems, around eight percent of Israel’s population continues 
to be made up of illegal immigrants (who are, by definitton, non-Jewish). See Shm- 
uel Amir, “Overseas Foreign Workers in Israel: Policy Aims and Labor Market Out- 
comes,” International Migration Review 36 (Spring 2002): 41-58; Eric Beauchemin, 
“Tllegal in Israel,” Radio Netherlands broadcast, 16 November 2004: www.radione- 
therlands.nl/humanrights/illegalinisrael; Leila Farsakh, “An Occupation that Creates 
Children Willing to Die. Israel: An Apartheid State?” Monde Diplomatique (English 
language edition, 4 November 2003). http://mondediplo.com/2003/11/04apartheid. 
Distinguished Hebrew University of Jerusalem sociologist the late Baruch Kimmerling 
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“CRIME WITHOUT A NAME” 
Colonialism and the Case for “Indigenocide” 


Raymond Evans 


My father said the truth is a rabbit in a bramble patch. And all 
you can dois circle around it and point and say it’s somewhere in 
there. But you can’t put your hand on it and touch it. You can’t 
put your hand on that furry, quivering body. All you can say is it’s 
somewhere in there. 


—Pete Seeger' 


Suppose the truth was awful, suppose it was just a black pit, or like 
birds huddled in the dust of a dark cupboard? Suppose only evil 
were real, only it was not evil since it had lost even its name? 


—Iris Murdoch? 


The Problem with the Concept of Genocide for Colonialism 


he “composite mathematician” Nicolaus Bourbaki, in developing a 

range of theorems across some two-dozen volumes of the Eléments 
de Mathematique, invented a symbol that has the appearance of a large, 
bold ‘Z’ with rounded corners—rather like a roadside warning sign. It is 
inserted helpfully into texts to denote points at which argument becomes 
potentially slippery or contentious. This symbol is called a tournant dan- 
gereux: a precarious corner in the evolution of an argument’s logic. At 
noisy meetings of the Bourbakis (as the French mathematicians engaged 
upon the grand project were called) it was common for speakers, enunciat- 
ing faulty theorems, to be challenged by loud cries of “coconut tree!” from 
the floor. This cry reflected the Polynesian custom of maintaining one’s 
position near the top of a tree while others shook it from below, in order 
to test one’s ongoing prowess. The Bourbakis’ expletive thereby denoted 
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a challenge to the tenacity of one’s theoretical grasp. A careful examina- 
tion of the literature of genocide, particularly in reference to its purported 
colonial manifestations, cannot fail to discern that it is littered with points 
at which tournant dangereux signs require honest insertion or “coconut 
trees” might fruitfully be implanted.°? 

An abiding difficulty in the literature is the now familiar lack of fit 
between the United Nations genocide definition of 1948 and analysis of 
the disastrous process of indigenous dispossession occasioned by settler 
colonialism. On the one hand, it is posited that the dispossession process 
is insufficient to the demands of the definition. This has largely been the 
position of those scholars who regard the Nazi Holocaust as paradigmatic. 
The “coconut tree” here is that this “unspeakable” trauma of sudden, cal- 
culated annihilation of millions is presented as both the “standard form” of 
the phenomenon and the unrivalled one—as simultaneously representative 
and untouchable in its malignancy.‘ 

On the other hand, it has also been maintained (largely by proponents 
of the concept of “colonial genocide”) that the official definition—specify- 
ing certain destructive processes but omitting others, and requiring overly 
rigid standards of proof—is insufficient to the requirements of the dispos- 
session experience that, in the long range, has been at least as potentially 
devastating upon its target populations as the concentrated shock of the 
Holocaust itself. The tournant dangereux here are numerous and include 
definitional authority, the dangers of definitional dilution, the determina- 
tion of intentional and unintended consequences, and the difficulty of dis- 
Criminating between colonial procedures and specifically genocidal ones.° 

Scholars have approached this problem in a number of ways. Ward 
Churchill, for instance, has adopted a combative stance, advocating the 
Americas rather than Europe as the site of preeminent, unparalleled trag- 
edy—i.e., of a “mega-genocide” attacking “hundreds of discrete cultures” 
for generation after generation rather than an intense, time-concentrated 
assault upon a “handful of cultures.” In doing so, he makes a uniqueness 
claim of his own: “The American holocaust was and remains unparalleled, 
both in terms of its magnitude and the degree to which its goals were met, 
and in terms of the extent to which its ferocity was sustained over time by 
not one but several participating groups.”® This type of approach is un- 
likely to advance the discussion, for comparative measuring is fraught. 

By contrast, A. Dirk Moses has called for an end to competitive, hi- 
erarchical ways of viewing mass-lethal processes, whenever or wherever 
they occur, and advocates instead the study of linkages between potentially 
genocidal phenomena that remains sensitive to their historically distinc- 
tive features. Most pertinently, he emphasizes the connection between the 
consequences of Western imperial expansionism and the precisely targeted 
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campaign of Nazi terror. Invoking Hannah Arendt’s thesis in her Origins 
of Totalitarianism, he views the two as coupled in “a single modernizing 
process of accelerated violence related to nation-building that commenced 
in the European colonial periphery and culminated in the Holocaust.”’ 

Yet even this broadly encompassing approach does not entirely escape 
the problems of hierarchy and primacy. For although Moses is sensitive 
to expanding Western technological capacities for human carnage, he still 
views the Holocaust as the “culmination” of an “upwardly spiralling vio- 
lence” swelling across time from “periphery” to center. Imperial actions 
heralding and overspreading the non-European world during “the racial 
century” of 1850 to 1950 are considered “largely haphazard” in their nox- 
ious effect, whereas Nazi policies are executed with lethal deliberation and 
near “flawless” perfection. Western colonialism still appears thereby as 
precursive and arbitrary, with Holocaust processes as ultimate in a mush- 
rooming enlargement of potentially genocidal acts.° 

Logically, the accuracy of this view ultimately rests upon one’s chosen 
vantage point. The colonial world is only marginal from a European per- 
spective, and imperialism’s violence is arguably only “upwardly spiralling” 
towards the Holocaust if it is simply measured in terms of volume propor- 
tional to timeframe. For the targets of Western expansionism, however, their 
assailed territory becomes the pivotal locale of suffering; indeed, their lengthy 
ordeal under the exactions of colonialism tends to produce, either propor- 
tionally or in real numerical terms, a vaster demographic collapse over time 
than the dramatic Nazi onslaught. As historian Bill Thorpe indicates, for in- 
stance, crude estimates of Australian Aborigines’ decline under colonialism, 
directly consequent upon processes of population intrusion and land dispos- 
session, reach mortality levels above ninety percent in certain regions.’ 

What is more, the Nazis were rapidly arrested in their horrific cam- 
paign, many punished, and their deeds widely and graphically publicized 
by their conquerors. By contrast, the imperial deeds of expansionist West- 
ern nations that defeated Hitler’s Germany have not been similarly dealt 
with, and according to some highly plausible analyses, never have been so 
halted nor brought fully to account for any ongoing global devastations 
they inflicted. In fact, neocolonialism is making a comeback today in the 
form of authors who advocate an explicitly imperial mission for the United 
States in world affairs, an approach that entails rehabilitating the reputa- 
tion of recent, past world empires, above all, the British one.!? A trajectory 
of progressively mounting horrors from distant frontiers to Central Euro- 
pean death camps only tends to make interpretive sense if the growths of 
technological sophistication and Western bureaucracy are to be the princi- 
pal foci of analysis. But should they be if our object of inquiry is colonial- 
ism and imperialism outside Europe? 
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Over and over again in genocide research, all roads tend to lead back 
to the 1948 UN formulation and its template, the German occupation of 
Europe and war of extermination. Although, as Raphael Lemkin’s own 
work makes clear, other atrocities, like the pogroms he witnessed, the 
texts he read of cruelties of antiquity, and the contemporary impact of the 
Armenian genocide by the Young Turks, were all powerful motivations in 
the evolution of his thinking about “barbarity” and “vandalism,” in the 
end it was the Nazis’ genocidal occupation of Europe itself and its inti- 
mate, searing assault upon his own extended family and other Jews that 
molded his formulation of the new term genocide.'' In subsequent, unpub- 
lished writings, Lemkin went on to draw out further connectives between 
Nazi ethnic cleansing and expansionism, and earlier imperialistic actions 
of a destructive nature in the Americas, Africa, Ireland, and Australia 
(specifically Tasmania).!? Arguably, the seeds of a theory of historical in- 
terconnectivity between global colonialism and the European Holocaust 
were being tentatively sown here, as John Docker’s chapter in this book 
demonstrates. But rather than from Lemkin’s ecumenical thinking, it was 
from the passage of the term “genocide” through the mills of the United 
Nations bureaucracy—where it was debated and refashioned by various 
committees into a final draft that was, in turn, hammered in the General 
Assembly into internationally consensual and compromised shape—that 
a specific, itemized definition emerged. Few words have ever received such 
portentous consideration, and in the long passage from conception to 
birth it was invested with a tremendous gravitas and jurisdictional power, 
which tends to solidify it prodigiously in terms of its ultimate meaning 
and use.’ 

It was no longer merely Lemkin’s word, evolving from an expanding 
historical consciousness. It was now a global indictment—a definition that 
specified “the single international and local standard against which charges 
of genocide must be measured.” And such charges in turn denoted “the 
most odious international crime.” It remains thus the only explanation of 
the term upon which prosecutions can proceed.'* Yet as subsequent scru- 
tiny has demonstrated amply, it was also a severely flawed definition—a 
product of the compromises of incipient Cold War realpolitik, couched 
within the arraignment of a disgraced and defeated power by its conquer- 
ors, themselves imperialist powers. 

Thus it specifies genocide’s victims as “national, ethnical, racial or re- 
ligious,” but not as political or social. It itemizes features of destructive 
biological and mental assault, but not environmental or cultural ones, de- 
spite Lemkin’s favoring of “cultural genocide.” It establishes as criminal 
the forcible transfer of children away from a victim group, but does not 
incorporate the severing and mass removal of peoples of any other age from 
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their territories or kin. Although it refers to inflicting “serious bodily ... 
harm” with a massively destructive intent, in its largely patriarchal gloss it 
says nothing about the systematic sexual abuse of subject populations. Un- 
til the recent international criminal tribunals on Rwanda and Yugoslavia, 
systemic rape, for instance, had remained unconsidered.'? Whereas an “in- 
tention to destroy” receives primacy motivationally, the enabling ideologies 
that underpin, promote, and excuse destruction are never profiled. And 
although the definition is adamant upon the matter of precise perpetrator 
agency, it offers nothing helpful about the potential agency of the target 
groups in combating and resisting genocide. For instance, do retributive 
acts of physical opposition to perpetrator violence in any way nullify a 
genocide charge being laid? Must the thrust of genocidal action, in short, 
always occur within the context of “one-sided” infliction?!® 

Scholarly attempts to expand or clarify the master definition, or to 
qualify its difficult demand for ultimate proof of intentionality are all 
logically checked by its “definitive jural meaning.”!’ No matter how often 
individual private scholars take another crack at it with their own unau- 
thorized formulations, “genocide” remains precisely as it was enunciated 
by the United Nations—an inviolable legal precept rather than simply a 
useful, heuristic research tool. Documented proof of exterminatory intent 
is demanded within a construct of bringing culprit individuals or groups to 
task before a national or international penal tribunal. 

Scholars in this field need to remain vigilant of the perilous slippage 
between undertaking delicate research into contingent historical “truths” 
and mounting binding legal cases for the prosecution. Historians research- 
ing other projects are rarely required to produce such hard evidence of 
intention, which in effect must amount to finding overt, self-incriminating 
admissions of guilt upon preserved documentation, in order to construct 
plausible interpretations of past events. Rather they are meant to be skilled 
at the reproduction of time-faded scenarios and a subtle, empathetic ap- 
preciation of causation, motivation, and relational outcomes. They are not 
trained detectives or forensic experts nosing out corpses, clues, suspects, or 
“smoking guns.” They are neither prosecuting attorneys preparing clinch- 
ing legal indictments, nor jurists or judges convicting or passing sentence 
on apprehended criminal parties. The search for evidence of “aforethought 
to commit a crime,” especially when enunciated as official policy preserved 
somehow for posterity’s judgment, is by and large self-defeating. As far as 
colonial history is concerned, it also seems largely futile to be out there still 
looking for “smoking guns” when these guns usually ceased smoking long 
ago and massacre scenes were rarely treated contemporaneously as crime 
scenes for the collection of incriminating evidence. In general, too, all the 
intellectual perils of constructing “advocacy histories” are well known. 
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The essential question, to put it bluntly, ought to be: “Are you catching a 
crook or writing a book?” 

The usual substitute phrase, “colonial genocide,” does not in turn 
offer an acceptable solution either—for, like a Trojan horse, its unrecon- 
structed terminology keeps conveying the essential definitional dilemmas 
of 1948 right back into the analysis. “Colonial genocide,” in short, merely 
carries the difficulties of a rigidly defined concept into new historical set- 
tings. Although Alison Palmer asserts that “it is essential to use a more 
comprehensive definition of genocide ... pinpointing its basic and most 
crucial elements,” she remains preoccupied with establishing (albeit only 
imperfectly) solid evidence of clear perpetrator intent: evidence that was, 
in any case, never systematically gathered or preserved at the time the 
violence occurred.'® The historian, Henry Reynolds, in his book on geno- 
cide in Australia also appears caught in the bind of establishing “colo- 
nial genocide” as “pre-eminently a crime of state” (even though private 
initiatives are also officially specified in the UN formulation); for how 
otherwise, he writes, would it be possible to judge the “percentage of a 
population’s involvement . . . required before the society itself can be con- 
sidered to be genocidal?”!? One envisages here the absurdist scenario of 
compiling admissions en masse of individual intentions in order to lodge a 
composite arraignment of societally led assaults. Clearly a Gordian knot 
requires cutting. 

Other commentators, such as Raimond Gaita and Robert Manne, have 
called for new terminology”? and, more recently, Martin Krygier and Rob- 
ert Van Krieken have concluded: “Even if we agree that for the most effec- 
tive use of the concept of genocide, we should exclude its application to... 
[colonialism] this does not dispose of the issue... . It simply generates a 
need to find some other word or idea.””! 


Colonialism, Destruction, and Responsibility 


Although extermination of indigenous people in colonialism was not 
always actively pursued, invariably it was agreeably countenanced and 
openly anticipated. “Annihilation,” “extinction,” and “extermination” 
predictions are rife in colonial literature.** “Incitement” and “complicity” 
to encourage it were habitual in the colonial press, among private individ- | 
uals, and in certain political and administrative sanctums. In the absence 
of incriminating documentation, intention also might be inferred readily 
in the act of pressing ahead regardless with unwelcome occupations, even 
though the odious outcomes may be easily foreseeable in advance, ob- 
servable in process, and regrettably admitted to in retrospect—then later, 
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simply repeated in new settings. “Earth-hunger” or “greed of country” 
here preempts all other considerations as though colonialism was an in- 
evitable, unstoppable force.’? 

For instance, in the colonization of Queensland, Australia, what was 
likely to occur was already clear from what had eventuated in earlier acts 
of dispossession; and, while the fatal processes were in train, they were 
anticipated, encouraged, reported upon, and exposed ad finitum, despite 
transparent official disclaimers. Between 1850, when a British private 
served a short sentence for firing into a peaceful Aboriginal encampment 
in Brisbane, and 1883 when a white male in Townsville was imprisoned for 
raping an Aboriginal child, the law was effectively “a dead letter” in suc- 
cessfully prosecuting amy European aggressions against Aborigines in the 
colony. And this was precisely the key period of land grabbing and intense 
frontier conflict in which many hundreds of incomers and many thousands 
of Aborigines violently perished. Indeed, no European was punished in this 
colony for actually killing an Aborigine until 1888—around the same time 
as Aboriginal testimony became admissible in colonial courts.*4 Through- 
out the expansionist phase, colonial politicians and other official function- 
aries (who were often the direct material recipients of the acquired land) 
lied and dissembled about the carnage, while British imperial authorities 
virtually washed their hands of it. Yet in 1901, with the Jand all virtually 
secured, the Official Queensland Year Book reported cheerfully: “First 
and foremost, let the public be once and for all assured the regime of the 
Native Police is now a thing of the past ... with the result that since then 
[i.e., 1897] not a single ‘dispersal’—i.e., by bullet, has taken place.”*> Even 
this claim was misleading, as Native Mounted Police patrols continued in 
northern regions into the early years of the First World War. But just four 
years prior to the Official Year Book’s frank admission, the home secretary, 
Horace Tozer, still had been insisting that claims of “wholesale murderous 
slaughter on the part of the Native Police” were merely the “conjured up 
visions” of “highly imaginative persons.”*° 

Instead of pursuing largely futile researches after the will-o’-the-wisp 
of historically camouflaged intentions, it might be more helpful to exam- 
ine and debate degrees of responsibility: responsibility for the deleterious 
impact of land annexation and transformation; responsibility for a priori 
expectation of mass deaths, while pushing ahead regardless?’; responsibil- 
ity for the release of decimating pathogens; responsibility for the techno- 
logical range of eradication employed; responsibility for forced removals 
and enervative institutional concentrations; responsibility for the prom- 
ulgation of ideas that promote, excuse, and camouflage the devastation; 
responsibility for the political withholding of sheltering rights and the pro- 
fessional denial of legal protection and/or medical prophylaxis. Western 
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settler colonialism was both advantageous and malign, but it was neither an 
immutable nor an inexorable force. Rather it was one adopted and pursued 
by choice, premeditation, and acquisitive will. The lure of territory always 
took precedence over the problems of assailed people. To advance thus with 
clear cognizance of massively baleful effects was equivalent to proceeding 
with a sense of “malice aforethought,” despite the many rationalizations 
that colonizers offered to explain away their usurpative actions. 

The twin despoilers of disease and violence both provide analytical dif- 
ficulties. Instead of conceptualizing these simply as “either/ors”—the one 
“unavoidable” and the other purposive—it might be more realistic to iden- 
tify their connections: for instance, how mass violence, terror, and trauma 
provide context for the spread and reception of epidemic illness; and how 
the confiscation of land and livelihood undermines physical, emotional, 
and spiritual well-being, actively advancing disease by disrupting food 
supplies and a stable socio-cultural environment.*® Debilitative “survival” 
conditions following upon land deprival and the imposition of patterns of 
“racial feeding” are directly contributive.”? Furthermore, it is feasible that 
the spread of infection sometimes might be either a calculated or a blithely 
cavalier infliction; and that denying otherwise available medical interven- 
tions may be an act of violence comparable in its effect to the spray of bul- 
lets. The racial history of health and disease in Australia has scarcely begun 
to be written.°° 

Secondly, the pattern of violence attached to a colonial struggle for 
territory and resources is a two-sided one. Dispossession encourages indig- 
enous resistance to a degree that Western participants habitually regard the 
contest as a kind of warfare, and Aborigines often find themselves fighting 
In ways not previously countenanced. Although the conflict is increasingly 
disproportional, invaders as well as defenders continually fall victim. Does 
a manner of warfare thereby cancel any charge of attempted extermina- 
tion? Whereas genocide may be effected “in time of war,” it 1s not usu- 
ally considered “an act of war.” On the contrary, it has been normally 
restricted to “purposive actions that fall outside the recognized conven- 
tions of legitimate warfare.”*! But what if the war is not “legitimate,” but 
rather undeclared and unstructured, without agreed rules of engagement 
or settlement treaties and indemnities? What if its conduct falls outside the 
orbit of fair play (as defined by the Geneva accords) and is pursued with 
an arbitrariness and an escalating intensity of reprisal, often propelling it 
inexorably towards extremes? Sorties can and do segue into massacres, 
and battle fields become killing fields. The entire process becomes widely 
recognized as it unfolds as a “war of extermination.”>* Does this mean that 
this kind of colonial warfare can be considered sequentially coeval with 
genocidal outcomes? 
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Indigenocide 


It was in this cautionary vein that, in 2001, Bill Thorpe and I decided to 
“do a Lemkin” ourselves and coin a new term indigenocide. We adopted 
this new term not because we sought a softer word to assuage easily bruised 
white Australian sensibilities, but because we wanted to formulate a more 
incorporative, exacting, and penetrative one.°? It is an attempt to incor- 
porate the cataclysmic impact of settler colonialism upon host cultures, 
particularly the lethal effects of imperial migration, intrusion, and land 
seizure upon the lives and fates of indigenes like the Australian Aboriginal 
peoples. The formal genocide definition was both providing too little and 
demanding too much. Although settler colonialism and indigenocide are 
hardly identical concepts, their affinity is substantial as the logic of the one 
feeds inexorably into the trauma of the other. We defined indigenocide in 
the following way: 


First .. . indigenocide usually occurs when an invading group intentionally in- 
vades and colonizes another group or groups who are the “first peoples” of 
that region, or who have proof of such origins. .. . Secondly, the invaders must 
conquer the Indigenes and maintain their advantages over them as long as is 
necessary or possible. Thirdly, as conquerors, the invaders must kill sufficient 
numbers of Indigenes, or render their ways of sustaining meaningful life so 
difficult that they come close to extinction and may disappear altogether. ... 
Fourthly, and this reinforces the actively genocidal aspects, the invaders must 
classify the Indigenes as “the lowest form of humanity,” rather like Eichmann 
classified Jews as a “garbage nation,” who deserve to be exterminated. Fifthly, 
indigenocide, notably with Native Americans and Aboriginal Australians, in- 
volves destroying, or attempting to destroy, Indigenous religious systems and 
imposing binaries between the material and spiritual realms. Above all, indig- 
enocide implies in theory and practice that Indigenous people are less valued 
than the land they inhabit and which the invaders desire.** 


The essential precondition of indigenocide, then, lies not so much in 
any detected expression of murderous intent, either by private individuals or 
the state. Rather it inheres in the very process of forcibly usurping occupied 
territory and perpetuating that takeover by conquering, holding, and re- 
populating it in blatant disregard of the consequences upon its dispossessed 
occupiers, whatever those consequences may be. The term communicates 
an interdependent, three-way onslaught upon lives, land, and culture. Al- 
thoughit has been inferred that biological assaultupon human bodies should 
always be prioritized as more dangerous than either environmental or cul- 
tural erasure, it should be realized thatthis is an entirely Western reading of 
precedence. Collapsing the biological, the environmental, and the cultural 
into one equally damaging offensive is only an occlusion in many Western 
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eyes. From an indigenous (and, to a degree, Lemkin’s own) perspective, 
however, life, land, and spirit/culture are integrative and codependent vec- 
tors. No one of these essentials makes proper functional or metaphysical 
sense or thrives independently of the others. Here we are prioritizing the 
ecological body, vitally attached to its natural milieu, rather than the at- 
omistic Newtonian/Cartesian body that is ostensibly alienated from it.» 
Thus it may be suggested that indigenocide—which literally conveys a sense 
of an encompassing lethal or malignant attack upon those “born to that 
place”— operates to combine elements of the officially defined genocidal im- 
pulse (i.e., of peoplehood destruction) with those of ecocide and ethnocide 
(i.e., environmental and cultural destruction). 

The Australian white settlement story combines acute aspects of all 
three of these tendencies. Ecocide in Australia for instance reflects a settler 
initiative more environmentally detrimental than in other comparable global 
actions, and a higher concentrated destruction of flora and fauna than else- 
where: i.e., some 126 plant and animal species eliminated in 200 years, half 
the forests destroyed as well as presently among the highest salinity levels, 
and the highest per capita rates of land clearance and of greenhouse gas 
emission in the world. Overall, Australia, which represents one of the richest 
regions of megadiversity, has also experienced probably the most severe eco- 
logical assault from imperial expansionism.°** Add to this the totalizing ef- 
fect of Western land acquisition—a historically unique example of territorial 
seizure without due historical consideration (until very recently) of amy prior 
indigenous rights—and the baleful effects of ecocide and “earth hunger” 
upon human decline become apparent. Traducing and transforming ecosys- 
tems, sundering territories from people, and peoples from territory in an 
excruciating dual display of “geographical violence” (to paraphrase Edward 
Said) reveals a crucial aspect of settler colonialism’s destructive project. >’ 

In fact, Lemkin himself in 1944 delineated the mise en scéne for geno- 
cide as first the “destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed group” 
and then the “imposition of the pattern of the oppressor” either upon peo- 
ple left territorially fixed or upon territory cleared of its inhabitants to al- 
low for “colonization of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals,” in 
order “to destroy or cripple the subjugated people in their development.”>* 
This appears very close to definitions of settler colonialism, such as that 
provided by anthropologist, Richard Horvath, envisaging it as: 


1. Domination over territories and behaviors of other groups by the migration 
of permanent settlers. 

2. Exploitation of the dominated territory’s natural and/or human resources for 
extraction and proftt. 

3. An enforced culture-change process involving destruction of indigenous 
life-ways.?” 
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In his unpublished research, Lemkin too was moving decidedly in this 
direction, as his focus on the Herero genocide in German Southwest Af- 
rica, the colonial destruction of Tasmanian peoples, the English coloniza- 
tion of Ireland, and dispossession in the Americas (particularly the British 
Army’s use of the smallpox virus upon American Indians) makes plain.*° 
Given the perversion of Lemkin’s thinking in the UN convention definition, 
indigenocide may well accord more faithfully with his actual intentions. 

It is undoubtedly unduly partisan to view colonialism’s effects upon 
host populations as entirely invidious. Yet it is nevertheless substantially so. 
As race relations sociologist, E. Ellis Cashmore, notes of the colonized: “For 
all the benefits they might have received in terms of new crops, technolo- 
gies, medicine, commerce and education, they inevitably suffered: human 
loss in the process of conquest was inestimable; self-sufficient economies 
were obliterated and new relationships of dependence were introduced; an- 
cient traditions, customs, political systems and religions were destroyed.”*! 
Such obliterations—human, social, and cultural—were not simply unin- 
tended byproducts of an otherwise distracted system of territorial acquisi- 
tion. Rather, to use Moses’ words, they were “inherent in the structure 
and logic of the colonial project.” Moses, however, goes on to insist that 
“senocide is not an inevitable process of European penetration,” and that 
discrimination, slaveholding, and apartheid were not necessarily “exterm1- 
natory.”** Yet even these manifestations could still be described as lethally 
destructive “in whole or in part” by the escalation of either rapid or slow 
death/killing through the imposition of harsh oppressions and physically 
enervative “conditions of life” upon the colonized. 

A similar gloss may be cast over the impact of cultural genocide or eth- 
nocide. Officially excluded from the United Nations definition, this form 
of genocide was initially incorporated in Lemkin’s original formulation. 
Australian Aboriginal cultures were regarded by Westerners as the sine 
qua non of savagery and/or barbarity—and virtually seen for considerable 
periods as “non-cultures.” They were thereby crushed, remolded, and as- 
similated with unabashed disdain as dominant colonial discourses became 
“human-blind” towards Aboriginal peoples. Scientific racist analysis classi- 
fied them as a subhuman linkage to other mammal species, and Australian 
folk racism was thereby suffused with imagery melding Aboriginality with 
animality.*? “Suprahuman edicts” against subhuman targets legitimated 
aggression and provided distinctive alibis for abiding atrocity.** What is 
thereby referenced here is what Frantz Fanon in 1967 termed “the death 
and burial of ... local cultural originality” in a discussion further prefer- 
encing the cultural/spiritualized body over the atomized/civilized one.* The 
pseudointellectual “debate” in Australia in the first years of the twenty-first 
century about levels of frontier violence and the degree of overt, extralegal 
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killing provides little explanation for a catastrophic demographic plunge 
among host populations of an order of 90 to 95 percent over large territo- 
ries.*° In order to encompass such a mammoth tragedy, indigenocide clearly 
needs to confront substantially more than massacres. 


Conclusion 


Indigenocide therefore addresses situations of intentional invasion, seem- 
ingly unconcerned with the dire consequences of its own exorable progress. 
The subsequent pattern of conquest over territories, cultures, and usually 
resistant peoples is buoyed and excused by a profound sense of cultural 
entitlement and land hunger. Such entitlement blatantly declassifies former 
occupiers as beings of fully human worth and thereby opens them to all 
manner of harmful abuse, with little or no legal redress and a minimal 
sense of moral outrage from the perpetrator group over the tragedy of this 
singular, ongoing destruction. In settler colonies, the colonial “end,” in 
short, always predetermined the decimating “means.” Such demolition, in 
turn, is a thoroughgoing one, targeting land, lives, livelihoods, and lifeways 
in a composite, integrated onslaught upon and usurpation of an ecosphere 
and its cohabitants. In its very persistence and comprehensiveness, it repre- 
sents an unprecedented eliminative act, not encompassed by such narrower 
formulations as “genocide” or even “colonial genocide.” 
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COLONIALISM AND GENOCIDES 
Notes for the Analysis of a Settler Archive 


Lorenzo Veracin1 


The Settler Archive of the European Imagination 


n this chapter I propose to consider a Western settler consciousness as a 

discursive and ideological practice utilizing a “settler archive” that was 
constituted through numerous passages of political, religious, and colonial 
histories during the last five centuries. Whereas the archeology of a number 
of other types of colonial imagination has been approached authoritatively 
already, the settler consciousness of the European gaze has yet to find its 
Edward Said. This archive—constantly tested, updated, added to, in prog- 
ress, and continuously transforming through time—was (and is) readily 
available to be mobilized in different contexts and for different objectives.! 
I propose to understand a settler mentality and its ultimately ethnocidal 
racism not as a full-fledged ideology—neither as a coherent conceptual sys- 
tem, nor as a discourse—but as a practice in which one can enter, slide, 
pause, and from which one can also depart in different moments. Individu- 
als, groups, cultural and political movements, and obviously states have 
adopted this practice throughout history for purposes, in contexts, and 
with consequences extremely diverse. 

Still today, remaining settlers aside and despite momentous intellectual 
shifts, decolonization, and the emergence of postcolonial perspectives, this 
archive and practice can be adopted effectively in some public domains. 
Recent examples of this include US Christian fundamentalist groups and 
their unswerving support for Israeli policies in the Occupied Territories, 
and the British and Australian exceptional and disproportionate interest in 
Zimbabwean affairs. The need to force an ethnocentric assimilation upon 
the indigenous peoples of settler nations or the non-European migrants to 
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former colonial metropolises can also be mentioned in this context.* One 
could suggest that even the ambiguities the postapartheid South African 
administration is expressing when dealing with the AIDS epidemics may 
be related to the legacy of a settler routine. In its otherwise difficult to 
interpret reluctance to accept a medicalizing gaze over the communities 
that bore the brunt of the apartheid regime, the South African government 
may also be expressing an unwillingness to allow the official return of an 
apartheid-related typology of social intervention: a mindset that patholo- 
gizes, segregates, racializes, and invariably constructs black and poor as 
one category “at risk”—a type to be surveyed, sedated, and dealt with in 
a pharmaceutical way.° 

The settler archive that this ideological and discursive practice mobi- 
lizes 1S a repertoire of images, notions, concepts, narratives, stereotypes, 
and thoughts (1.e., “the empty/unused lands,” the “dying races,” the “Man- 
ifest Destinies,” etc.) that was accumulated and precipitated together in 
the European imagination at least since the Protestant Reformation and 
since the Irish Plantation of the sixteenth century.* While Calvinism has 
played a fundamental role in the early settler experiences of the Euro- 
pean expansion in Ulster, New England, and especially in South Africa 
(a long-lasting workshop of the settler archive), a Calvinist sensibility has 
traditionally focused on self-supporting, borders-drawing, ethnically, and 
religiously cohesive communities.° 

These conceptualizations have sedimented through various forms of 
popular and scientific racism, and around a specific interpretative tra- 
dition of the biblical book of Exodus—where a divinely elected people 
takes over a promised land and disperses the original Canaanite inhabit- 
ants.® The settler archive of the European imagination has benefited from 
the most diverse and exotic colonial experiences: a specific library of the 
colonial imagination (Said, for example, refers to a comprehensive cul- 
tural system of “structures of attitude and reference”) was formed thanks 
to a collection of authors, works and texts (anonymous, collective, indi- 
vidual, literary, medical, political, philosophical, scientific—among them 
one could name a specific reading of Darwin, Renan, Kipling, Gobineau, 
and, alternatively, Conrad’s denunciation) and through a number of 
events, only sometimes associated with the history of European colonial- 
ism proper.’ The Protestant Reformation, the subsequent wars of religion, 
the displacements of communities around Europe; the French Revolution 
and especially its Haitian reverberations; the new emergence of anti-Se- 
mitic tendencies and milieus; and the growing appeal of genocidal im- 
pulses (Bacon noted that every “plantation” demands an “extirpation”) 
have all added to this archive in different passages, and became in time 
constituent parts of its practice.® 
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Yet although they in many ways overlap and utilize similar ideologi- 
cal constructs, it should be noted that a settler practice constitutes an au- 
tonomous routine vis-a-vis other colonial archives and typologies. In fact, 
settler and other colonial projects often operate in contradiction with each 
other: one ultimately envisaging, even in its more humanitarian versions, 
the disappearing (cultural and/or biological) of the indigenous “other”; the 
others reproducing a gaze that permanently reestablishes/reinforces a colo- 
nial hierarchy.’ These archives constantly borrow from and blur into each 
other, sharing borderlands that characterize their operational registers; yet 
they remain quite separate, their contradictions often resurfacing in the his- 
tory of colonial enterprises and their governance—at least since Bartolomé 
de Las Casas famous indictment.!° (It should be also noted that, contrary to 
other colonial experiences, a settler mentality has hardly ever allowed for 
the formation of hybrid identities, and that, in the case of settler societies, 
the surveillance of colonial boundaries has been especially attended to and 
periodically reinforced).” 

While dialogically operating as a counterpoint to each other and con- 
stantly communicating, the dialectics between a settler consciousness and 
other typologies of colonial projects have produced outcomes as diverse as 
Fiji’s neotraditional and colonially sponsored state indigenism, or, at the 
other end of the spectrum, Australia’s recurring reaffirmations of terra nul- 
linus doctrines despite London’s possible original recognition of indigenous 
land rights.’* In practice, however, the settler imagination was continu- 
ously capable of mustering a hegemonic reading of local developments and 
of informing metropolitan and colonial public opinions as well as govern- 
ment perceptions. Only occasionally have settler interests been limited or 
qualified by other colonial projectualities. One exception to this pattern is 
the Boer War, when an antisettler rhetoric was mobilized in order to rally 
the public opinion behind the imperial effort. However, even this display 
was remarkably short lived and a prosettler current of opinion never disap- 
peared from the British public domain.” 

There is also a left-wing typology of a settler mindset, constructed, for 
example, around a Soviet rhetoric of pioneering efforts and its derivative 
versions, or around the regenerative and redemptive capacity of kibbutzim 
life, a mythology so remarkably effective that even after its substantial de- 
mise it continues to inform public perceptions of Israel.!* Yet this tradition 
is much older. Earlier versions of this tendency included Italy’s representa- 
tions as la grande proletaria during the 1911 war against Turkey for the 
control of Libya, which was expected to become a colony of settlement, and 
a substantial Saint-Simonian tradition, capable of considerably influencing 
French colonial experiences during the nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 
turies.'° Only at a later stage did the debate on the “colonial question” in 
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the socialist parties of Europe before WWI move from original denuncia- 
tion to embrace. This happened both in England, where the Fabians were 
essential in the successful attempt to sanitize colonial domination for the 
political left, and in Germany, where Social Democratic leader Eduard Ber- 
nstein ended up stressing that “the right of savages to the soil they occupy” 
is not an “unconditional right.”!® Coherently with this trend, one pre-W WI 
international socialist congress even moved a motion asserting the “the 
right of the inhabitants of civilized countries to settle in lands where the 
population is at a lower stage of development.””’ 

More specifically, one should consider the emergence of colonial proj- 
ects especially geared for the creation of a number of “New Europes” de- 
void of the flaws associated with modernity and industrialism, or what were 
perceived as the more “degenerative” aspects of the “chaotic” and egalitar- 
ian development of the North American frontiers of European expansion 
(i.e., Edward Gibbon Wakefield’s inspired projects for New Zealand and 
South Australia).!8 One should also add to this list the long tradition of Eu- 
ropean colonization schemes associated with religious and political utopia- 
nisms, and the many attempts to establish communities in various parts of 
the planet—from Puritan New England to William Lane’s Paraguay, from 
the sixteenth century to the twentieth.’” 

One should also approach this archive with an assessment of the impact 
on the European imagination of phenomena related to the epidemiological 
history of the world and what has been defined as “ecological imperialism,” 
the substitution of a largely European biota for a native one in extensive 
areas of temperate regions.’? The recurrence of colonial famines also added 
to this archive, reproducing a Malthusian gaze over colonial demographics 
and assisting an interpretation of colonial phenomena associated with the 
inevitability (and indispensability) of settler enterprises.' 

As well, one should appraise the impact on a settler archive of foun- 
dational and survivalist narratives that coagulate around the victorious 
repression of indigenous resistances. These episodes often acquire a quasi- 
mythological status in settler narratives, and are represented as the moment 
in which the community of Europeans, perceiving itself as both outnum- 
bered and isolated, is saved from destruction and secures its right to exist. 
The Orangist celebration of the Battle of the Boyne, the Afrikaner interpre- 
tation of the Battle of Blood River, Caldoche renditions of the war of 1878 
in New Caledonia, and Israeli narratives of the War of 1948, for example, 
all share a common template of interpretative refrains.** (Yet this list could 
certainly be further extended, perhaps encompassing sometimes fictional yet 
recurring images of pioneering caravans trekking westward being attacked 
by marauding Indians, defending themselves to the last man and woman 
before being rescued by a providential Hollywood-style cavalry charge). 
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Conversely, there are also a number of interpretative tropes relating 
to the decolonization of settler societies—when settler projects had to be 
abandoned and the settler community did not stand the military, demo- 
graphical, racial, and political test of its survival—exchanging an actual 
(counter)exodus for a mythical one (1.e., Algerian pied-noirs, the settlers of 
Lusophone Africa, Kenyan and Rhodesian settlers, etc.). Jungles, thickets, 
their impenetrability, and most of all the lack of “visibility” of some “ad- 
verse” environments have all had a special place in colonial constructions 
of settler failure.*? Since Algeria’s successful liberation, casbahs, which al- 
ways had a special place in Orientalist constructions of the Arab “other,” 
have also constituted a particularly sore spot of the settler imagination, 
including the Israeli one, which naturally incorporated part of this imag- 
ery via the immigration/settlement of Jewish pied-noirs.** This narrative 
framework, which De Gaulle dubbed “l’Algérie de papa” (the Algeria of 
nostalgia), is also part of the settler archive and is epitomized by Edith 
Piaf’s refrain that the repatriated pied-noirs sang while abandoning their 
“lost country”: “je ne regrette rien” (I have no regrets).*° 

Indeed, perhaps resulting from the recent demise of Euro-centered his- 
toriographies, a comparative analysis of the processes of European expan- 
sion (and its interaction with a settler archive) is a remarkably neglected 
area of scholarly research. Nevertheless, the settler archive should not be 
overdrawn: not all the “frontiers” of European expansion witnessed the 
mobilization of a settler imagination and the establishment of a settler 
practice. The example of the Argentinean wheat expansion during the lat- 
ter part of the nineteenth century, of a settlerless frontier filled with tempo- 
rary migrants—the golondrinas (swallows), southern European peasants 
who crossed the Atlantic in the off season and could earn their return fare 
in a fortnight—is an example of how diversified processes of frontier ex- 
tension can be and a reminder that the “opening” of “new” territory is not 
necessarily accompanied by the mobilization of a settler ethos.” 

What is generally referred to as “decolonization,” the passages and 
events that have left a mark on the settler archive and the ideological prac- 
tices that mobilize it but have not erased it from the imagination of the 
West, demonstrates its inadequacy vis-a-vis this archive’s remarkable capac- 
ity to endure. The analysis of the indigenous/settler equation and its archive 
is especially sensitive because this relationship has often been a way to test 
the conscience of the West.?” In this context, one should also consider the 
romantic notion of a positive indigenous “other,” continuously present in 
the European imagination and yet constantly reformulated through time. 
The mythology of the “noble savage” and its more localized versions—the 
“Aryan Maori” for example—are all constructions that have become a con- 
stituent part of a settler archive and contributed to the formation of its 
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imagery. The settler/indigenous equation has functioned, one would say, as 
“part for the whole”: a metaphor and symbol that Europe utilizes to think 
about itself, especially its vices and its virtues (i.e., Alexis de Tocqueville’s 
voyages in America and Frederick Jackson Turner’s notion of “frontier” and 
its impact on US and other historiographies).*° 


Colonial Genocides to Genocidal Colonialism 


Scholarly inquiry into the settler archive is also essential because its op- 
erational registers and evolution are surprisingly similar to another of the 
archives of the European imagination that deal with difference: the anti- 
Semitic one. The two practices and their respective archives have grown 
side by side, sometimes feeding on each other, always interwoven, and, in 
the specific junction of the extermination of the European Jewry, short-cir- 
cuiting, becoming one. It is perhaps no coincidence that both archives were 
developed especially after 1492; however, perhaps due to an intellectual 
tradition that insisted on the nationalist and social origins of European 
fascisms and neglected their colonial interface, the interaction between the 
two practices has been largely ignored.?” 

And yet, Antillaise poet Aimé Césaire had very well detected this over- 
lap already in 1955, and had insisted on the need to see fascism as a colo- 
nial form that had engulfed Europe at a time when the outward expansion 
of imperial colonialism had encountered its final limits: “What the very 
Christian bourgeois of the twentieth century cannot forgive Hitler for 1s 
not the crime in itself, the crime against humanity, not the humiliation of 
humanity itself, but the crime against the white man... ; it is the crime of 
having applied to Europe the colonialist actions as were borne up till now 
by the Arabs, the Coolies of India and the negroes of Africa.”°° Framed 
in this perspective, genocide and colonialism appear interpenetrating and 
obviously closer than generally allowed.*! Scholarship that insists on the 
uniqueness of the Shoah should be integrated with a study of the genealogy 
of this overlap. While this is a line of inquiry that has rarely been pursued 
within the context of Holocaust studies, the mere fact that Israel is also a 
colonialist society that claims a special relationship with the history of the 
Shoah adds a further complicating element to this interpretative context 
and further disincentivizes such a line of inquiry. ** 

While the association between Rousseau and Hegel as ideological pre- 
cursors of twentieth-century totalitarianism and genocidal impulses has 
been the subject of sustained academic attention, the Anglophone lineage 
anticipating the same phenomena is much less explored.°’ And yet, there is 
a direct contiguity and cross-fertilization between English neoidealism and 
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German biologism during the second part of the nineteenth century. It is 
useful to quote from Marc Ferro’s work on this trajectory: 


The Empire—naturally the British Empire—was thus viewed as the highest stage 
of the social organization [by the neo-idealists of Oxford]. Spencer Wilkinson 
was one of the main eulogists of this notion of Empire. His pronouncements 
made their mark on men like Alfred Milner, Toynbee and Haldane in England, 
and the disciples of the historian Ranke in Germany... . As a matter of course, 
British historians saw the British Empire as a historic fulfillment. Interestingly 
they set up against the Marxists, and especially against the German Franz Meh- 
ring, a parallel and different model of historical development. While the Marx- 
ists, in their analysis of historical development, defined the stages of slavery, 
feudalism and capitalism as the harbingers of socialism, the English imperial- 
ists—notably J. R. Seely, but above all J. A. Cramb in The Origin and Destiny of 
Imperial Britain—emphasized other stages of historical development: the city- 
state, the feudal state, the class state, the national democratic state. The British 
state was thus the crowning achievement of a history in conformity with the 
ideals of freedom and of tolerance that were born during the Reformation.** 


Crucially, this was no Prussian state, which is characterized in the Hegelian 
tradition through “Reason” in a dialectic that largely but not entirely ig- 
nores colonial issues.*> This is Lord Milner’s “Empire”; in these works, the 
British Empire is exalted purely through its capacity of exercising colonial 
domination and as a direct function of its unmatched capacity of transplant- 
ing “energetic” (white) settler (“free”) “democracies” in colonial settings, an 
ability that almost all other colonial powers explicitly and sorely missed. 

As Ferro has noted, this cultural tradition highlights the genocidal/ 
colonial interface during the second half of the nineteenth century and 
emphasizes the ways in which genocidal impulses were eventually trans- 
planted within the boundaries of metropolitan Europe: 


[t]o this [neoidealistic] trend of opinion was added a vision of man whichtended 
to the glorification of exploits, of action, such as is found in the Lebensphi- 
losophie eulogized by William Dilthey, Oswald Spengler and Max Scheler. All 
three were imperialists and, like Nietzsche, endorsed theideaofa form of social 
Darwinism directed against the outside world. In the wake of this biological 
trend followed scientists, sociologists, eugenists who returned to and took up 
the ideas of Gobineau. Like Gidding, they glorified the Ubermensch of tomor- 
row. In this manner they brought about a fusion of predominantly British neo- 
idealism with predominantly German biologism. This process was stimulated 
by Houston Chamberlain—the Britisher who became a subject of Kaiser Wil- 
helm I]—who acted as a go-between.°® 


The Nazis then were not the first in successfully shifting to Europe crucial 
aspects of the colonial dynamic, obliterating a boundary that had protected 
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metropolitan Europe from the pattern of relationships it established in the 
colonial world.?’ 

Previously, the intrinsic discrimination separating colony and metrop- 
olis had been attentively and constantly reinforced/surveilled throughout 
multiple passages of colonial history, and the juridical status of an individual 
or the acceptability of certain acts had crucially depended on the location 
of the individual and on whether these acts had been committed within the 
borders of metropolitan Europe. The 1787 case of a fugitive slave who had 
reached Britain before being recaptured by his owner and was set free after 
a judge had failed to detect in England any Jaw or custom that sanctioned 
the practice of slavery, epitomizes this differentiating trend.°* Yet during 
the nineteenth century this boundary had become blurred, especially in 
British colonial practice and in British academic circles. (More practically, 
the British India Criminal Castes Act 1871 and Criminal Castes Act 1911, 
where entire groups were designated as “criminal tribes,” can be seen as 
predecessors in the explicit and legal criminalization of entire social groups 
because of their social identity, which anticipates the persecutory practice 
of the Bolshevik and Nazi regimes).°? 

This is not to say that a genocidal outcome was unavoidable, that colo- 
nial genocides were the result of a predetermined process. Colonial policy 
makers and colonial agents on the ground were full protagonists and ac- 
tively shaped these events. Yet an available and mobilizable settler archival 
background facilitated their actions and made colonial genocides thinkable 
and possible. While these sequences should not be understood as chain 
reactions in which each rung necessarily presupposes the following one, 
these were passages in which each successive incident would not have been 
possible without the previous one. In the end, the project of transplanting 
European settlers outside of Europe had produced practices that were even- 
tually relocated right in the heart of Europe.*®? With the Shoah, the cycle 
had come full circle; Bartolomé De Las Casas’ original prophecy on the 
inhumanity of colonialism had been fulfilled. 

Racism, antisemitism, and the colonial imagination all fed on a com- 
mon cultural history and on a shared collection of tropes, both at the level 
of colonial ideology and cultural production, and at the level of colonial 
practice. A survey of the parallel development (and current availability) of 
an anti-Semitic archive and of a settler/colonial one is essential in order 
to approach the contiguities between these two practices.*! The nonavail- 
ability of a colonial outlet in post-WWI Germany may have contributed 
to the fatal and final collapse of the two practices.** After the trauma of 
1870/71, France had been capable of effectively projecting colonial fanta- 
sies of a Greater France d’outre mer and rebuilding a vast colonial empire. 
Bismarck himself, for example, saw that France would get Tunisia, not the 
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Italians.*? Whereas at the turn of the century France had been the epicen- 
ter of Western European antisemitism, after WWI, this shifted decisively 
to Germany. The colonial factor in these trajectories has been dramati- 
cally overlooked.*4 

On the contrary, after defeat Germany was denied the possibility of a 
colonial scenario. This was seen and understood as an especially violent 
and unwarranted rupture, especially because the perception that Germany’s 
record as a colonial power had been remarkably positive was one specific 
feature of Germany’s colonial consciousness. Even if comparatively limited, 
its colonial tradition had been extremely diversified and had encompassed a 
broad range of colonial practices and engagements. Its colonial experience 
had included “neofeudal” relations in Samoa and the Pacific, proto-“social 
democratic” engagement in Tanganyika, more traditional systems of forced 
labor extraction in New Guinea, and outright genocidal action in South- 
West Africa (itself, quite significantly, a site fora settler project).*° A dynamic 
colonial tradition and its imagination were abruptly and traumatically ter- 
minated at Versailles; Belgium possessed a colossal empire, even Denmark 
had Greenland. At the apex of Europe’s apparently irresistible colonialist 
ascendancy, Germany had become the only Western European body politic 
incapacitated of actually exercising a specific set of colonizing fantasies. 

Deprived of the promises of modernity associated with the possibility 
of entertaining colonial imaginings (which in turn necessitate the actual 
exertion of colonial enterprises), sections of Germany’s colonial imagina- 
tion inclined toward more millenarian and premodern versions of a colo- 
nial ethos. Hitler explicitly noted that it: 


... cannot be tolerated any longer that the British nation of 44,000,000 souls 

should remain in possession of fifteen and a half million square miles of the 
world’s surface. They pretend to have obtained it from God and are not pre- 
pared to give it away. Likewise the French nation of 37,000,000 should own 
more than three and a half million square miles, while the German nation with 
80,000,000 should only possesses about 230,000 square miles.** 


It was a perspective that crucially collapsed the traditional distinction 
between colonial and European domains. In this specific evolution of a 
colonial imagination, Templar knights replaced the colonial trading com- 
panies, the eastern Lebensraum in Ukraine replaced the tropical settings 
and the aristocratic aloofness of colonial officials: the eastward expansion 
of a German sphere finally superseded dreams of a German Mittelafrika. 
While Mussolini was allowed to toy with the “sword of Islam”, Hitler 
would project his colonial fantasies on a colony of settlement that should 
emerge after the Jews had been exterminated and the population econ- 
omy of a reinvented “colonial” scenario comprehensively reshaped.*” The 
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Italian fascists had been the first in using chemical weapons of mass destruc- 
tion against civilians in Abyssinia, yet did not finally break the distinction 
between colony and metropolis. As Sven Lindqvist has argued in History of 
Bombing, it was the German fascists that perpetrated for the first time in Eu- 
rope actions typical of a colonial setting and crucially ignored this boundary 
(Raphael Lemkin also consistently notes this throughout his work).*° 

The movement with which typically colonial forms infiltrated the Eu- 
ropean space concerns a number of elements of the “total war” that had 
applied for a long time to colonial subjects before flooding the European 
space: these include the concentration camp, the machine gun (developed 
in time to participate in the final stages of the Indian wars and then used 
against striking workers in the US), but also fingerprints, as Carlo Ginzburg 
has demonstrated, originally conceived in Bengal and eventually deployed 
within the metropolitan space with the strategic purpose of distinguishing 
between “laborious” and “dangerous” classes.*? 

Lenin’s notion that it was imperialism and WWI that had finally re- 
moved the barriers between (European) national question and (colonial) 
anti-imperialist struggles may be seen in a new light.°° According to Lenin, 
the imperialistic practices characteristic of non-European scenarios were 
bound to eventually enter the metropolitan theater in the final stage of im- 
perialism, and indeed they had. The Shoah vindicated Lenin’s intuition as 
well as Las Casas’. Most importantly, Lenin’s Imperialism was also based 
on a reading of the later Marx, which deals extensively if not systematically 
with the colonial question, and on Hobson’s idea that the dynamics of the 
colonial relation were the mainspring of historical development.®! 
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BIOPOWER AND MODERN GENOCIDE 


Dan Stone 


Introduction 


wo striking quotations—from Michel Foucault and Giorgio Agam- 
ben—provide my starting point. They illustrate the “biopolitical ap- 
proach,” that is to say, they emphasize the need to understand genocide as 
a result of the modern state’s control over the life and death of its citizens: 


The existence in question 1s no longer the juridical existence of sovereignty; at 
stake is the biological existence of a population. If genocide is indeed the dream 
of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of the ancient right to 
kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, 
the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population! 


The Jew living under Nazism its the privileged negative referent of the new bio- 
political sovereignty and is, as such, a flagrant case of a homo sacer in the sense 
of a life that may be killed but not sacrificed. . . the Jews were exterminated not 
in a mad and giant holocaust but exactly as Hitler had announced, “as lice,” 
which is to say, as bare life. The dimension in which the extermination took 
place is neither religion nor law, but biopolitics.* 


I would like to compare the approach set out so powerfully by Foucault and 
Agamben to an approach that, while apparently less radical in terms of its 
critique of post-Holocaust society, may in the end turn out to be even more 
of a warning than that presented by the two eminent philosophers. 

One of the notable splits within Holocaust scholarship is that between 
those who stress the fundamentally rational, technocratic, or bureau- 
cratic nature of the Nazi genocide—often associated with the metaphor 


Biopower and Modern Genocide 163 


of “industrial killing,” which compares the gas chambers to modern fac- 
tory-line production—and those who see the murder of the Jews as the 
result of a bizarrely irrational, though historically explicable, ideology 
founded on the fear of a Jewish conspiracy to enslave the world. In this 
chapter, I will show that the literature on biopolitics lends credence to the 
former approach, but only at the expense of overlooking some essential 
elements of the Holocaust. By setting the Holocaust into the longer-term 
context of colonial genocide, one can see that biopolitical explanations 
of genocide go a long way to helping us in our quest for understanding. 
Nevertheless, the need to account for the impetus to carry out policies 
of mass atrocity remains, for these cannot adequately be encompassed 
within schemes of bureaucratic administration. 

Scholars of the Holocaust are familiar with the divide between “inten- 
tionalists” and “functionalists.” Intentionalists believe that the murder of 
the Jews was a logical realization of Hitler’s ideas, which he set out in Mein 
Kampf (if not earlier), and that the Nazi state was geared to putting Hitler’s 
plans into practice. Functionalists, or structuralists, on the other hand, 
while they do not necessarily deny the significance of anti-Semitism— 
though some dismiss it as mere crowd-mobilizing rhetoric—argue that the 
Holocaust occurred not as the actualization of a long-held intent, but as 
the step-by-step slide into increasingly radical policies, a “cumulative radi- 
calization” that was driven largely by the circumstances in which the Nazi 
leaders found themselves during the war. The former view stresses the role 
of ideology, especially anti-Semitism, and of hatred and violence. The lat- 
ter places more emphasis on bureaucracy, the means-ends rationality that 
characterizes “modernity,” and the threat to individuals’ lives posed by the 
surveillant state. It subscribes to an understanding of events that sees them 
as driven less by conscious agency and more by social dynamics that are 
unleashed through institutions such as bureaucracies.? The limitations of 
both schools of thought have been helpfully set out by William Hagen: 


Both interpretive schools are capable of conveying rich insights, but the first 
approach [functionalism] suffers from having to treat values or motives, includ- 
ing ideologies such as anti-Semitism, even when “scientized” and thus “ratio- 
nalized”, as exogenous to modernity’s logic. Yet, upon closer inspection, the 
rationality of modernity is one of means, not of ends. The second approach 
[intentionalism] suffers, in its metapsychological versions, from difficulties of 
empirical verification and dependence on more or less apodictic theories of 
human psychodynamics. Where it emphasizes “ancient hatreds”, it likewise 1s 
hard-pressed to explain why they exist, and why they seemingly slumber for 
long periods, only to break out later in unprecedented new forms.... This 
school of thought is continually in danger of seeing its preferred independent 
variable—passionate, violence-infused hatred—fal! into dependency on social 
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conditions, above all, Durkheimian anomie and “modernization crises,” trig- 


gering ideologized aggression against outsiders and scapegoats.* 


This split between intentionalism and functionalism—which has not been 
entirely overcome despite the efforts of many scholars to find a framework 
to reconcile the two positions’-—is not a new division in scholarly litera- 
ture. It can be seen as a continuation of an earlier tradition, whereby pro- 
ponents of race theory in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries liked 
to use the language of science to justify the most outrageous slaughters. 
In other words, even in the nineteenth century, this tension between the 
“irrational-ideological” and the “structural-bureaucratic” lay at the heart 
of explanations of the occurrence of colonial genocide, which was ame- 
nable to both sorts of approach. In Holocaust studies and in the history 
of colonial genocide, the stress on structures may be seen as akin to the 
biopolitical approach, for the logic of modernity’s rationality and cold sci- 
entific objectification that is central to the functionalist explanation con- 
curs with the biopolitical stress on the enumeration and medicalization of 
society and—where the state turns genocidal—with a dynamic of destruc- 
tion that derives irresistibly from impersonal and ostensibly nonideological 
measures such as registration and identification through to segregation and 
“eugenic” extermination. And this in turn should be seen as a one-sided 
version of an explanatory framework used over the last two centuries to 
explain the terrible consequences of colonialism for indigenous peoples. 


Colonial Genocide as Incipient Biopolitics 


Charles Darwin famously included a chapter on “The Extinction of the 
Races of Man” in The Descent of Man (1871), and many writers in the 
mid-nineteenth century justified the “disappearance” of “primitive races” 
on evolutionary grounds.® In New Zealand, Australia, South Africa, Ha- 
waii, and North America, “the inferior organisation makes room for the 
superior. As the Indian is killed by the approach of civilization, to which he 
resists in vain, so the black man perishes by that culture to which he serves 
as a humble instrument.”’ Typical was the view of the great evolutionist Al- 
fred Russel Wallace: “The Red Indian in North America, and in Brazil; the 
Tasmanian, Australian and New Zealander in the southern hemisphere, 
die out, not from any one special cause, but from the inevitable effects of an 
unequal mental and physical struggle. The intellectual and moral, as well 
as the physical qualities of the European are superior. . . . If my conclusions 
are just it must inevitably follow that the higher—the more intellectual and 
moral—must displace the lower and more degraded races.”® 
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This was a widely shared view. James Cowles Prichard, author of the 
major early anthropological study Researches into the Physical History 
of Man (1813) stated baldly: “Wherever Europeans have settled, their ar- 
rival has been the harbinger of extermination to the native tribes.”? A few 
years later, one author put it rather clinically that “races have only been 
extinguished, or brought to the verge of extinction, when it has happened 
that the soil on which they subsisted has been occupied by other races at 
the same time that their number was in process of diminution through the 
Operation of the same causes to which all races are periodically subject.” 
In somewhat more colourful prose, another noted that “it is only utter sav- 
ages, whose presence is of no more use to the conqueror than the ferocious 
beasts of the forest, that disappear before an invader of higher civiliza- 
tion.”!’ The examples can be multiplied many times over. 

What these claims represent is a kind of incipient biopolitics. They 
are not simply ideological justifications of extinction, but also clear state- 
ments of the modern, civilizing state’s right to remove ostensibly back- 
ward or primitive elements. The arguments they make are not the same 
as those made by Agamben about the modern state’s regulation and pro- 
duction of life, but nor are they simply “respectable” society’s refusal to 
look at things as they really were. Rather, it is clear that those who put 
forward such claims firmly believed that the civilized nations had the 
right and the responsibility to control matters of life and death of “infe- 
rior races.” 

Such statements were by no means typical only of the middle years of 
the nineteenth century. At the end of the century one Cardiff physiologist 
and Social Darwinist claimed that “the struggle to survive among the sav- 
age tribes of man must be excessive. Whole races come and go, and their 
survivors fall victims to the privations, disease, or natural enemies, before 
the white man with his better brain and capacity for adaptation.”’* Paul 
Topinard, the French author of one of the most influential synthetic works 
of anthropology of the late nineteenth century, noted simply: “Whether 
rapid, slow, or scarcely perceptible, this progressive extinction in the pres- 
ence of new races, relatively superior, and differing in morals and civiliza- 
tion, is an acknowledged fact.”!? And as late as 1909 another medical man, 
this time a New York ophthalmologist and leading member of the Ameri- 
can Association for the Advancement of Science, argued that the world was 
gradually coming into the control of the superior race—the “blond Aryan 
occupying the northern part of Europe.” The implications for others were 
severe, according to Charles Woodruff: “All the lower races in civilization, 
then, are actually a species of animal under domestication, increased in 
number hugely by the sanitation forced uponthem and kept up by the Ary- 
ans.”!4 In other words, “the extinction of the unfit was merely the obverse 
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of that beneficial law of survival of the fittest that guaranteed the constant 
elevation and improvement of mankind.” 

Woodruff, who excused the slavery and extinction of “lower races,” 
also justified the persecution of Jews on similar grounds: 


The Jew, then, is a typical illustration of a commensal race, welcomed as long 
as he renders a returning benefit, but driven out or killed off as soon as he be- 
comes so numerous that he is a harmful parasite and a national disease. Euro- 
pean nations have repeatedly undergone a process of disinfection in this regard. 
The same law applies to the Jew as applies to a bacillus or any other organism 
which may be beneficial if few and in place, but deadly if numerous and out of 
place.... The persecution of the Jew, then, is and always has been a natural 
law, because it is necessary for survival of the supporting organism.’ 


Thus when scholars such as those contributing to this volume identify a 
trend in the current literature on genocide that stresses on the one hand 
the genocidal nature of colonialism, and on the other the colonial nature 
of the Holocaust, we can clearly see that the history of ideas, especially the 
history of anthropological ideas, will back up that historiographical devel- 
opment: “to colonise and to extirpate are synonymous terms,” as an article 
in the Popular Magazine of Anthropology had it in 1864.’” Or, as Patrick 
Wolfe put it more recently, “the primary logic of settler colonialism can be 
characterized as one of elimination.” !® 

The importance of the biopolitical approach is shown not only in the 
example of the development of anthropology, but in the fact that the way of 
thinking that divided the world into definable and controllable population 
groups gained in strength throughout the nineteenth and first half of the 
twentieth century. The control of bodies went hand in hand with a widely 
held Social Darwinism that explained the movement of history as the pro- 
gressive victory of the fit. In other words, biopower—“what brought life 
and its mechanisms into the realm of explicit calculations and made knowl- 
edge-power an agent of transformation of human life’—must be seen in 
the context of “bio-history”: “the pressures through which the movements 
of life and the processes of history interfere with one another,” as Foucault 
explains.!? In other words, the examples on which I have drawn from the 
history of anthropology are just one strand of nineteenth-century thought 
that illustrate the rise to prominence of a Social Darwinism that fed the 
logic of the modern, technocratic state. This state took it upon itself to 
undertake the biological administration of its citizenry, from medicalizing 
society to eliminating those that threatened the attainment of the long-term 
vision of how society should be shaped. Laws of nature and history came 
together in a way that demanded the control over people’s bodies in the 
name of steering the direction of historical change.”° 
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An excellent example of the need to take control of evolutionary laws is 
the book, titled quite simply Bio- Politics, by the minor English novelist and 
short-story writer Morley Roberts (1856-1942). The book is an attempt to 
argue that society should be modeled on the individual organism, which 
is controlled by the brain: “the somatic assembly of would-be dominating 
aristocrats, a cerebral senate or House of Lords.”?! The implications of 
Morley’s views are most vividly expressed on the subject of the Jews. See- 
ing the Jews as “the nearest to being a true race of any people in Europe,” 
Morley argued that they were “too deeply differentiated to be assimilated.” 
This meant that there was “no safe ground on which to establish sufficient 
tolerance to avoid the phenomenon inevitably associated with any struggle 
for immunity, though the Jews seem incapable of seeing that on scientific 
principles a non-immune untolerated body must be ejected, immured, or 
remain likely to cause social friction and disorder.” 

Thus despite the notable tolerance of the English, it was “undeniable 
that the late influx of Jews into England has resulted in reactions which 
seem remarkably analogous to anaphylactic shock.”*? Morley’s book— 
along with other examples across Europe, such as Iuliu Moldovan’s Biopo- 
litica (1926), the key text of the Romanian eugenics movement*?—confirms 
Peter Holquist’s claim that, in the late nineteenth century, “increasingly, 
threats to the state were defined in prophylactic terms, as threats to health 
of the social body. .. . [O]ne sees a state continually seeking to sculpt and 
mold its population according to an applied science of society.”*4 


The Limits of Biopower 


Agamben’s work on the modern state’s control over its population’s life and 
death sits in this tradition (as well as others*’). Although the biopolitical 
approach cannot simply be assimilated to the functionalist interpretation 
of the Third Reich and the Holocaust, as I have shown, it shares certain 
assumptions with it, such as that rational, bureaucratic structures give rise 
to extraordinary brutality, and a downplaying of the role of ideology or 
fantasy thinking in human affairs. Agamben’s claim that the camps repre- 
sent “the zomos of the modern” is in fact remarkably close to the Frank- 
furt School analysis that sees the destruction of the Jews as a metaphor for 
the eradication of difference begun under authoritarianism that would be 
fully realized under the pseudo-freedom of postwar capitalism (especially 
in Herbert Marcuse’s work). The former argument is based on the normal- 
ization of the “state of exception” (Carl Schmitt), while the latter is based 
on a critique of capitalism, but both focus on the “control” of popula- 
tions that eradicates difference. Agamben’s claim also sounds like an echo 
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of an article written over twenty years ago by an admirer of the Frank- 
furt School, Ben Agger, who argued that “the kind of absolute integration 
represented by the concentration camps—where all subjective otherness is 
quite literally demolished under sway of the ‘preponderance of the object’, 
as Adorno called it—is nothing less than the telos of the entire Enlighten- 
ment, in which the Holocaust and monopoly capitalism are the two most 
recent stages, themselves dialectically intertwined.””® 

Most theorists now recognize that this Frankfurt School analysis is too 
essentialist, and the same could be said of Agamben’s theory, enormously 
productive though it is. In his book, Agamben generalizes from the discus- 
sion of the “sacred man” (homo sacer) as put forward in a minor Latin 
text by Pompeius Festus to propose a way of understanding the position of 
the victims of the Holocaust. The “sacred man,” according to Agamben, 
has the status of an outsider who can be killed by anyone, but is not sub- 
ject to sacrifice or homicide. The extension of this principle under modern 
conditions of technological control, surveillance, and genetic engineering 
provides Agamben with the framework for theorizing the Holocaust. The 
Jews, in Agamben’s argument, are the group that is reduced to “bare life” 
and murdered as such, without any sacrificial significance, in what is merely 
an “antiseptic operation.” 

There is no doubt that Agamben’s argument 1s seductive, and provides 
powerful insights into how mass murder comes about. But historically 
speaking, can it account for why genocide was unleashed by Germany and 
not other modern societies? As Dan Diner points out, “it is enough to point 
to the notorious tradition of eugenics that evolved in both Scandinavia and 
North America to show the limits of any linkage between Auschwitz and 
the spirit of social and racial eugenics. ... In order, then, to grasp the his- 
torical specificity of Nazi mass murder, we need in the end to return to a 
sphere of political action and personal accountability: to a specificity rest- 
ing within the political-historical constellation at the time.”?’ 

In other words, Foucault’s and Agamben’s stress on bare life cannot 
account for the fact that in Britain, where eugenics was invented, no eu- 
genic legislation ever even entered onto the statute books, or that in the US, 
where 30,000 “feeble-minded” people were sterilized, the movement did 
not end in mass murder. A variable is missing. In Raul Hilberg’s formu- 
lation, “a primordial impulse had suddenly surfaced among the Western 
nations; it had been unfettered through their machines.”** Agamben and 
Foucault account for the machines, but not for the primordial impulse. Or 
as sociologist Hans Joas notes, “there is as yet no study that integrates this 
[bureaucratic side of the Holocaust] with spontaneous violence that can be 
ascribed to particular individuals.”*? Most importantly, the thrust of the 
literature on biopolitics—which focuses on identifying the “dark side” of 
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modernity—overlooks the fact that biopolitics led not only to genocide, but 
also to advances in social welfare, public health, and family policy, even as 
the aims and vocabulary of welfare advocates and eugenicists were often 
indistinguishable. Plainly, biopolitics cannot be seen solely as part of the 
history of genocide, as Edward Ross Dickinson reminds us: 


The investigation of the history of modern biopolitics has enabled new under- 
standings of National Socialism; now we need to take care that our under- 
standing of National Socialism does not thwarta realistic assessment of modern 
biopolitics. Much of the literature leaves one with the sense that a modern world 
in which mass murder is not happening is just that: a place where something is 
not—yet—happening. Normalization is not yet giving way to exclusion, scien- 
tific study and classification of peoples is not yet giving way to concentration 
camps and extermination campaigns. Mass murder, in short, is the historical 
problem; the absence of mass murder is not a problem, it does not need to be 
investigated or explained.°° 


Biopolitics, Fantasy, and Violence 


Can the bureaucracy of biopolitics be reconciled with the primordial fanta- 
sies of violence? In the remainder of this chapter, I point to ways in which 
these two explanatory strands can be brought closer together. 

It is useful to compare Foucault’s and Agamben’s explanation for the 
origins of genocide with that offered by Dominick LaCapra, who places 
more stress on “affective” forces. LaCapra writes of Agamben’s work that it 
“coincides with an often exaggerated emphasis on confined, positivistic, rel- 
atively antiseptic notions of biology, medicalization, and eugenics,” which 
chimes in with Foucault’s version of biopower and biopolitics. He goes on 
to say that, while this approach explains one strand of thinking that fueled 
the Holocaust, it “does not account for Nazi quasi-ritual horror at con- 
tamination, elation in victimization, regeneration or redemption through 
violence, fascination with extreme transgression, and equivocation or even 
at times ambivalence with respect to the Jew (who was seen as abject—even 
as a germ or vermin—but to whom erotic energies and incredible powers of 
world conspiracy were also imputed.”*! Elsewhere he writes of: 


a somewhat crazed sacrificialism and scapegoating, which seems especially un- 
canny and out of place because it happens within a modernized context, where 
indeed you do have phenomena such as extensive bureaucratization, industrial- 
ization of mass murder, functional imperatives, and so forth. One can see these 
phenomena and how important they are. But I think there is also scapegoat- 
ing in a specific sense within contingent historical circumstances, scapegoating 
related to a horror, an almost ritual and phobic horror, over contamination 
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by ‘the other.’ Within a certain Nazi framework, the Jew was a pollutant or a 
contaminant literally or figuratively in the Volksgemeinschaft that had to be 
eliminated for the Aryan people to reach its purity and wholeness. *? 


But LaCapra himself does not offer any empirical historical work that 
shows how the interaction of the bureaucratic and the ritual-phobic-sacri- 
ficial worked. Yet many aspects of the Holocaust and other modern geno- 
cides, especially Cambodia and Rwanda (and perhaps recent events in the 
Democratic Republic of Congo and the Darfur region of Sudan), could 
provide evidence for LaCapra’s theory. 

Is it possible to bridge the two approaches? Agger notes that “Fascism 
[= Nazism] was animated by a combination of mythic belief in national 
‘blood’ and an operational efficiency, combining bureaucratic chain-of- 
command with cost-effective ‘production’ and disposal techniques in the 
camps.... The Jewish Other did double duty as a mythic figure of anti- 
Christ and as the symbolic incarnation of the greedy businessman.”°? In 
each of these dualisms, Agamben has focused on only side of the equation. 
From the apologists for colonial genocide to the theorists of social anaphy- 
laxis and contemporary theorists of bio-politics and genetic engineering, 
the stress on the growth of social science and its implications for popula- 
tion control overlooks a less empirically observable but no less vital element 
for explaining mass murder and genocide: the role of fantasy or magic in 
modern life.** It is to these elements that I now turn. 

In the mid-1930s Bronislaw Malinowski described Nazism as a kind of 
modern magic, and later on these insights were developed by Norbert Elias, 
who saw Hitler as a kind of shaman.* And there were other, “earthier” as- 
pects to the Holocaust thanthose of domination through rationality. Indeed, 
Eric Wolf notes that “Jew-baiting often took on carnivalesque dimensions, 
not in Mikhail Bakhtin’s sense of carnival as a means of social protest, but 
rather as shows of playful aggression directed against ‘outsiders.’” I would 
argue that the real transgressive horror of the Holocaust consisted in the 
fact that the Jews were not “outsiders,” but constituted part of the Euro- 
pean “self”; the perpetrators too knew this, and the extreme violence is the 
result of the operation of a kind of “cynical reason”—the deployment of 
rational, means-ends thinking for fantastic-utopian ends—that opted for 
transgressive behavior.*® In other words, however rationally justified, the 
project as a whole of murdering the Jews of Europe was carried out in the 
name of a belief that cannot be understood as a form of technocratic pop- 
ulation management: the struggle between Aryan and non-Aryan forces 
that, for the leading Nazis, defined the movement of history. 

While it is possible to explain the mechanics of the Holocaust through 
examining the massive state agencies that were directed to the task of 
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enumerating, isolating, transporting, and finally murdering the Jews, the 
history of this process is not sufficient to understand the impetus to mur- 
der the Jews. For this, one must turn to ideology, in particular the Nazi 
world view that perceived the world through the lenses of racial struggle 
and, within this, the necessity of combating the putative Jewish world 
conspiracy. 

Thus, even though we have to bear in mind Foucault’s biopolitics that 
gives rise to “comprehensive measures, statistical assessments, and inter- 
ventions aimed at the entire social body or at groups as a whole,”*’ and 
that, according to Ian Hacking, has been “rampant in western civilization 
from the eighteenth century or earlier,” we must remember that this sys- 
tematic, “restlose Erfassung” does not in itself explain genocide.*® Nazi 
violence, just as that of the Cambodian or Rwandan genocides, cannot 
simply be seen in terms of the irresistible spread of modern, technological 
population control. Rather, one must consider what Léon Poliakov called 
Hitlerism’s “deep essence”: “the fact that it was an explosion of hatred and 
blind fury which, in venting itself on others, in the last analysis turned 
against itself.”*? 

A broader perspective, then, would incorporate the insights of Foucault 
and Agamben, or Bauman, about modern genocide into one that includes 
the question of ideology and motivation. For as Elias noted, the two are 
not incommensurable: “Just like scientifically conducted mass wars, the 
highly organized and scientifically planned extermination of whole popula- 
tion groups in specially constructed death camps and sealed-off ghettos by 
starvation, gassing or shooting does not appear to be entirely out of place 
in highly technicized mass societies.”*? Unlike Bauman et al., however, 
Elias stressed that this was not a blanket condemnation of modern society; 
rather, he sought to provide explanations based on his theory of civilizing 
and decivilizing trends that could explain why the Holocaust originated in 
Germany, and not in France or Britain. After all, the violence of the Nazis 
was not simply a state-directed form of ultra-discipline; initially, during the 
Weimar years, it was an anti-state violence: “The violence of the National 
Socialist movement, with the aid of privately organized defence associa- 
tions,” Elias noted, “ ... brought about the almost complete dissolution 
of the monopoly of force—without which a state, in the long term, cannot 
function—and destroyed the Weimar Republic from within.” 

Why have there been so few attempts to link the bureaucratic and the 
ultra-violent aspects of the Holocaust? Perhaps the reason has to do with 
the argument, dominant within Holocaust historiography for so long, that 
the genocide of the Jews is a unique event to which other events cannot be 
compared.” Or, if this is too reductionist, it could be that the Holocaust 
is taken, whether consciously or not, as defining genocide, so that other 
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genocides or examples of “ethnic cleansing” are overlooked—and even 
sponsored—by those who profess to be dismayed and horrified by geno- 
cide.*? Hence, the Holocaust’s history as part of a centuries-long trajec- 
tory of violence that encompasses state building, slavery, and colonialism 
is obscured.** 

Historians who have recently looked at colonial genocide have uncov- 
ered a history of ferocious brutality.** This routine violence, at the service 
of the modern state, was carried over into the Nazi project to reshape the 
demography of Europe according to their racial dream.*° Outside of Holo- 
Caust studies narrowly defined, this viewpoint is increasingly becoming the 
norm: “The Holocaust brought to Europe practices developed in colonial 
Africa, as the genocidal war against the Herero and the role of anthropol- 
ogists in that war make all too clear.”*” German anthropologists, like their 
counterparts elsewhere, had been proclaiming the inevitable disappear- 
ance of backward races since at least 1870, when the Darwinian, Oscar 
Peschel, editor of Das Ausland, wrote: “Everything that we acknowledge 
as the right of the individual will have to yield to the urgent demands of 
human society, if it is not in accord with the latter. The decline of the 
Tasmanians therefore should be viewed as a geological or paleontological 
fate: the stronger variety supplants the weaker. This extinction is sad in 
itself, but sadder still is the knowledge, that in this world the physical or- 
der treads down the moral order with every confirmation.”*® And Hitler, 
though he shifted the geographical focus of the earlier German colonial 
enterprise, made the connection between colonialism and Nazism quite 
explicit in Mein Kampf: 


And so we National Socialists consciously draw a line beneath the foreign policy 
tendency of our pre-War period. We take up where we broke off 600 years ago. 
We stop the endless German movementto the south and west, and turn our gaze 
towards the land in the east. At long last we break off the colonial and commer- 
cial policy of the pre-War period and shift to the soil policy of the future. 

If we speak of soil in Europe today, we can primarily have in mind only Rus- 
sia and her vassal border states. 

... The great empire in the east is ripe for collapse. ... We have been chosen 
by Fate as witness of a catastrophe which will be the mightiest confirmation of 
the soundness of the volkisch theory.” 


This debate is not only about the realm of ideas. What the notion of “sav- 
age races” legitimized was what the Catholic philosopher Jacques Maritain 
called “a surgical operation that is not even aseptic but, in fact, infected 
with hate and injustice.”°? The Holocaust, then, should be seen as an ex- 
treme example of genocide, not as separate from it. Nazism was a world- 
view that cultivated a belief in order and stability, but created a reality that 
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was the entire opposite. It sought to use its revolutionary potential to bring 
about an ahistorical Volksgemeinschaft, immune from the ravages of time. 
This internal contradiction helps explain the extreme violence of Nazism, as 
Fred Weinstein pointed out two decades ago: “There was no way to resolve 
this tension in structural terms, except as the war and the concentration 
camps provided an arena in which both could find integrated expression. 
The camps became in fact the scene of the wildest, most unrestrained sadis- 
tic excesses and also of the methodical mastery of the technical-engineering 
problems presented by the demands for mass murder.””*! 

Colonial genocide also derived from this dynamic between the desire 
to order the world for certain purposes (trade, racial expansion)—bio- 
power—and the implied release from “civilized” behavior that the colonial 
project implied—transgression. The Holocaust, then, was to a large extent 
in the tradition of earlier colonial genocides, and much of the ground on 
which it built was already prepared in the colonies. Other genocides of the 
twentieth century—whether they are explained as the result of the collapse 
of the pre-World War I great power system, as an outcome of the process 
of nation building, or as the consequence of race-theory—are all charac- 
terized by this dilemma of reconciling an ideology of world order with the 
extreme violence required to realise that vision. Perhaps if Nazism was so 
extreme (of course, a claim that will no doubt sound odd in some parts of 
the world) it is because here the ideological dilemma was reversed; unlike, 
say, Cambodia where the desire for an ordered, simple life unleashed a wave 
of fury against those who represented a different way of life (the country’s 
town-dwellers or “new people”), in Nazism the ideology was one of “think- 
ing with the blood,” of overturning rationalism and the Enlightenment, 
but the means of attaining this bucolic Volksgemeinschaft meant relying, 
paradoxically, on scientific-technological rationality. Yet as Weinstein also 
points out, the Nazi dream of autarchy, which encompassed genocide and 
the ruthless exploitation of subject peoples, “could be regarded as within 
the bounds of imperialist-chauvinist sentiment as expressed in Europe and 
elsewhere.” If it was true that “the genocidal behavior is accounted for by 
...fantasy thinking,”°? this is no less true of colonial genocide or politicide 
than of the Holocaust. 

Here we see how the two themes of biopower and fantasy intersect. On 
the one hand we are confronted with massive projects to reorder the world, 
projects that require the defining, counting, and marshalling of populations 
on a grand scale. On the other hand, these projects are often driven by be- 
liefs that are not entirely amenable to bureaucratic accounting, and whose 
central tenets certainly do not coincide with the means used to achieve 
them. Milan Hauner noted twenty years ago that Nazism’s basic concept 
was a “racial revolution,” which could be seen “almost as the mirror image 
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of the universal class war which had been advocated for some time under 
the banner of world revolution by the Marxists.”°* He went on to note that 
this concept meant “the epic transfiguration of manasa biological animal,” 
the demographic and biological restructuring of the world, in a manner 
redolent of Agamben’s or Foucault’s notion of biopower. But he also noted 
that this did not simply signify the triumph of the “taming of chance” 
or the apogee of modern, state techniques of population surveillance and 
control. Rather these means of control were placed at the service of, to use 
Ernst Bloch’s term, a thoroughly “non-contemporaneous” ideology: “The 
peculiar fusion of the ancient “blood and soil” mythology, with a whole 
range of quite modern elements, helped to create a new political religion, 
whose function it was, it could be argued, to prepare the chosen people, 
at the expense of the subhumans (Untermenschen), for the conquest of the 
world.”*> It isin this “political religion” aspect of Nazism—more accurately 
encompassed in Friedlander’s notion of “redemptive anti-Semitism”—that 
the difference between Nazism and colonial genocides resides. It is cer- 
tainly true to note, as Mark Mazower does, that “if Europeans would have 
resented being ruled as the British ruled India, they were shocked at being 
submitted to an experience closer to that inflicted upon the native popula- 
tions of the Americas.”°* In other words, Nazism shares a great deal with 
earlier forms of colonial rule and atrocity; it is the “metaphysical” quality 
of the Holocaust that distinguishes it from colonial genocides. However, 
this should not be interpreted as meaning that “blood and soil” mythology 
is a “premodern” phenomenon that somehow “appears” atavistically in a 
modern context, as LaCapra suggests. Rather it is very much a product of 
modernity, and I have argued elsewhere that the structures of modernity, 
with their denial of the affective life, create and then channel outbursts of 
mass violence.*’ Thus “redemptive anti-Semitism,” for example, is not sim- 
ply a continuation of “traditional” Christian anti- Judaism; rather it is also 
an adaptation of Jew hatred under modern conditions of the emancipation 
of the Jews, the emergence of a homogeneous notion of citizenship in place 
of a formally stratified society, and, most significantly, the rise to promi- 
nence of ways of thinking that stress the eradication of superstition and the 
superiority of science. Instead of seeing fantasy thinking and means-ends 
rationality as irreconcilable opposites, it is important to see here how the 
rationalized structures of modernity can themselves not only channel but 
even create forms of thinking that are utopian and ultra-violent.°? What 
this means is that genocide cannot be seen simply as the result of demo- 
graphic planning based on ill-perceived reasons of state. In these processes 
of state building, colonization, and development the role of fantasy, fear of 
pollution, and what Ronald Aronson calls “social madness” must also be 
accounted for.°? 
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EMPIRES, NATIVE PEOPLES, 
AND GENOCIDE 


Mark Levene 


Arguing a Case and Doubtless Muddying the Water 


Pas serious attempt to understand genocide in its broadest dimensions 
across time and space cannot but involve questions about the origins 
of violence.! This, however, might lead to a broader question still, one argu- 
ably encapsulated in the recent plea by A. Dirk Moses that scholars in the 
field need to “try to imagine genocides of modernity as part of a single pro- 
cess rather than merely in comparative (and competitive) terms.”* Moses’s 
point is an extremely provocative one, not least because in posing that there 
might be a single process, he almost at one fell swoop challenges an overrid- 
ing wisdom that has informed the basic working assumptions of genocide 
studies to date. Certainly, the field is increasingly interested to compare and 
contrast different genocides; yet each ultimately is nearly always treated as 
if it were essentially an aberration set against a normative nongenocidal 
model—which, on closer inspection, turns out to be the liberal democracies 
of the West, from which the vast majority of genocide scholars happen to 
hail. The fact that in most of modern and certainly all of contemporary his- 
tory the West has provided the dominant, indeed hegemonic economic and 
political framework within which all other polities and societies through- 
out the world have had to operate, and that this might have some bearing 
on the sequence and indeed persistence of genocide seems to have been 
repeatedly—one might opine conveniently—overlooked. 

Is genocide aberrant, or is what we are actually considering part of 
a broader structural dysfunction? To put both thesis and antithesis more 
roundly, are the genocides committed in the modern world the product of 
some oddity, whether ideological, cultural, structural or whatever, which 





184 Mark Levene 


disposes or even predisposes particular state-societies towards this very 
singular outcome and thus entirely against the grain of what is taken to be 
the normative universe of the ordered, civilized, legally constituted inter- 
national system of states; or is it actually within that system itself and the 
historic struggles and interrelationships out of which it emerged that we 
ought to search for our primary, first cause? 

My own position within this debate is unequivocal. Indeed, my own 
starting point for this contribution would be to posit that if we truly wish 
to see the forest for the trees, then modern cases of genocide or suspected 
genocide cannot be isolated in a series of self-contained, or even purely 
comparative boxes. Nor can they be treated in either limited chronological 
or spatial contexts. They have to be seen and hence understood within the 
broadest terms of world-historical reference. Certainly such an argument 
neither, on the one hand, refutes autonomous factors of environment, cul- 
ture, and society that are as fundamental to any treatment as are issues of 
contingency. Nor, on the other, does it start out from an assumption that 
genocides, including those committed within imperial contexts primarily 
against indigenous peoples, are functionally inevitable, predetermined, or 
blanket by-products of the states from which they emanate. What instead 
this contribution seeks to demonstrate is that a widely geographically dis- 
persed incidence of such exterminatory events on the broad world stage, 
from the early seventeenth century through to the 1914 watershed, can- 
not be treated simply as a series of coincidences. Rather, in their totality, 
they suggest a series of massive destabilizations of human communities 
and their historic relationships to one another. In turn, moreover, they act 
as critical harbingers of the end of the premodern world—which paradoxi- 
cally included a previously “normative” system of self-contained traditional 
“world empires”—in favor of the crystallization of a global community 
and political economy of nation-states.° 

But if this proposition is correct and hence genocide is intrinsic to the 
gestation of our contemporary international system, this can only reinforce 
the degree to which it is at deviance from some of the most authoritative 
comparative readings of the phenomenon to date. For instance, for a num- 
ber of scholars, genocide not only essentially crystallizes in the twentieth 
century but also, moreover, primarily within a European or near-European 
context before it then takes off in a post-1945, third world, postcolonial 
one. The issues at stake thus become not about empire or colonial settle- 
ment as such, but rather are bound up with the onset of modernity and its 
relationship to the state—most particularly in the form of what are often 
represented as quite specific utopian projects to engineer society in favor 
of some ideological totalitarianism and/or toward some ethnic or racial 
dominance, if not outright homogenization.‘ 
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This is not to propose that these commentators do not have their own 
singular approaches to the phenomenon. But by both blocking out the sig- 
nificance of its pre-twentieth-century occurrence and indeed its persistent 
(though not exclusively) nonmetropolitan enactment, the seminal relation- 
ship between genocide, empire, and colonialism is actually implicitly mar- 
ginalized in these interpretations. Most colonial genocide predated 1914. 
Spatially, as one would expect, moreover, these were not metropolitan 
events but ones that took place on imperial or colonial peripheries. To be 
sure, genocides did take place also in metropolitan cores. The events in the 
Vendée in 1793/94 was one such event of seminal significance in the emer- 
gence of modern genocide. But the Vendée was also quite singular. Nothing 
remotely comparable happened again, at least in western or central Europe, 
until the twentieth century.° 

By contrast, imperial genocides committed by metropolitan states in 
colonial environs were a notable and sometimes quite endemic feature of 
the period between the French Revolution and the First World War. Again, 
we are faced with an interesting but perplexing conundrum: The critical 
protagonists involved, directly or indirectly, in the explosion of extermi- 
natory assaults on native peoples at colonial peripheries were indeed the 
builders of modern, avant-garde, metropolitan nation-states. However, 
they committed these genocides not in their nation-state manifestation but 
in their imperial one. 

How should we approach this issue? Hannah Arendt was the first to 
seriously speculate upon the relationship,° and then, arguably both rather 
unevenly and without notably resolving it.’ The time is now ripe for recon- 
sideration of the matter. The work of historians such as Anthony Pagden, 
Niall Ferguson, Dominic Lieven, and others® suggest that the study of 
the concept and practice of empire is both acceptable and indeed respect- 
able in a way that it was not in the aftermath of Western empire three, 
or even two decades ago. Paradoxically, then, resuscitated interest from 
different quarters in the subject of empires suggests not just opportuni- 
ties, but perhaps even an urgent need for fresh historical approaches that 
seek to explore how events at what we think of as the peripheries of an 
evolving metropolitan-dominated world not only provided integral sign- 
posts to genocides that were to later occur at its heart, but even perhaps a 
clue as to the ongoing dysfunctionality of our resulting globalized political 
economy. Major treatments of genocide, however, in a colonial-cum-im- 
perial context—insofar as they exist—do not make this task particularly 
easy. Two basic trajectories present themselves. The first focuses on single 
events such as the destruction of the Herero (1904/5) as if these were es- 
sentially aberrations at odds with the main thrust of modern imperialism.’ 
The second treats specifically Western conquest as an almost unmitigated 
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and relentless history of genocidal violence perpetrated against indigenous 
peoples, a charge that in recent years has become increasingly amplified by 
polemical disputes with Holocaust-centric scholars.”° 

The Scylla and Charybdis aspect of these approaches in itself requires 
some brief commentary. With regard to the latter approach, certainly, em- 
pires cannot be created or sustained without a politico-military supremacy 
emanating from a single source. However, equally, if empires remained 
inherently genocidal, they would have no subject populations. Indeed, 
the concept of empire assumes populations as markets for metropolitan 
goods, and/or as a subservient labor source. Instrumental rationality would 
seem to dictate that while exploitation, even hyperexploitation (meaning 
mass suffering and mass death), might be norms of empires, “divide and 
rule” rather than conscious population extermination 1s the logical direc- 
tion by which such polities sustain themselves. Thus, I take it as a basic 
premise here that “advancing” Western maritime empires—in contradis- 
tinction to the position taken by Jean-Paul Sartre, or more recently Sven 
Lindqvist!'—were neither founded on nor otherwise characterized by an 
inherent propensity towards genocide. Similarly, the ongoing multiethnic- 
ity of “retreating” world empires right through to 1914 would also seem to 
negate this verdict. 

Yet the multiplicity and range of exterminatory assaults on native peo- 
ple in the pre-1914 imperial context would equally invite attention. Im- 
perial genocide repeatedly and persistently occurred in this fin-de-siécle 
record even where there was no one single obvious ideological predispo- 
sition in this direction. The remainder of this consciously schematic and 
macrohistorical synopsis from c. 1600 to 1914 thus aims to outline the 
broad historical dimensions and contours as well as geographical range of 
such assaults, offer pointers to their interconnectedness, and present brief 
concluding remarks on their causation. 

A final word on our usage of the term “empire.” It is easy enough to 
consider nineteenth-century Britain, France, or Germany as empires, al- 
beit notably inthe former case often subcontracting its powers to chartered 
companies or self-governing colonial administrations. The US equally in 
its post-1898 acquisitions is clearly imperial. But what then of its trans- 
continental surge beginning a century earlier? Should we see this phase 
as the actions of an autonomous nation builder or simply as an extension 
of British empire building in its North American theater? By the same 
token, is Argentina in the same category, a nation Operating in its own 
right post-1816 independence, or a more forceful and vigorous “son of 
Hispanic imperial fathers”? There are only complex answers, I suspect, 
to these questions—but for my purposes, both examples will fall under 
the empire-building umbrella just as will the case of Antipodean colonial 
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administrations whose self-determination remained firmly under the aegis 
of the British crown. 

Before we get too focused on these types of cases, however, we forget 
at our peril that such essentially maritime-based empires are extraordinary 
late-comers on the historical scene, and that while in the nineteenth century 
they are increasingly the dominant ones, there remain on the stage four 
major continental “world empires’—the Qing, Ottoman, Romanov, and 
Habsburg (albeit in their twilight existence)—which are representatives of 
a much more traditional imperial norm. Then there is the non-Western em- 
pire building of Shaka and other Bantu conquerors in southern Africa.!? If, 
in repeating a general Western historical mantra that the primary motor in 
the creation of a globalized political economy is the rise of West itself, the 
genocides with which I am concerned here are as much the indirect result of 
the West’s destabilization of the old “world empires,” as they struggled to 
reposition themselves in this new international framework, as they are the 
direct results of Western avant-garde imperial building through their pen- 
etration and control of discrete regions around the globe. As a general rule, 
by this juncture the general case for imperial genocide as a result of West- 
ern diffusion or, put less charitably, global dysfunction is overwhelming. 


Plotting trajectories 


Let me then propose three basic trajectories or tendencies in modern impe- 
rial genocide that I will then delineate further: 


1. Tendencies towards direct European settlement in what I will call “the 3 
As”—the (north) Americas, Argentina, and the Antipodes—each of which 
produced a sequence of “frontier genocides” at notable moments in colonial 
expansion from c.1600 to the closing of their respective frontiers, arguably 
completed in all three regions by the 1890s (two decades later in Queensland). 
While the origins of these imperial responses can be traced back to the con- 
solidation of states in their European contexts, the commonality between 
aspects of genocide in their diverse colonial settings 1s also noteworthy. 

2. A significant bunching of genocidal or subgenocidal events in the 1880- 
1910 period—with incidents widely spread across nominally conquered or 
subdued regions of Africa, the Philippines, the Dutch East Indies, and else- 
where—all of which point to a crisis of the advancing Western empires at 
their apparent apotheosis. 

3. By contrast, a further series of genocides or subgenocides perpetrated by 
the historic but relatively speaking “retreating” world empires: China, 
Russia, the Ottoman Empire, and Austria-Hungary in the 1860-1915 pe- 
riod—each one, it should be added, still strongly imbued with its own sense 
of religiously ordained legitimacy and “world” mission. Each episode also 
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strongly suggests an imperial effort to cohere and consolidate frontiers in 
response to the impact of a global Western hegemony, and with once again 
the crisis efforts of the imperial state leading to collisions with diverse, cul- 
turally and religiously very different peoples either on their frontiers or in 
other new national entities on their imperial peripheries. 


Before I develop these trajectories further, however, let me add a rider that, 
arguably, is particularly pertinent and relevant with regard to our “retreat- 
ing empires” category. Imperial or colonial genocides, almost by definition, 
are enacted at the geographical periphery of their respective “metropoli- 
tan” states. Remoteness, however, has not ultimately prevented research 
on the elimination of the Aboriginal tribes of Tasmania or native tribes in 
California being at least to a degree disseminated to a broader public. The 
problem for the peoples, say, of Sinkiang or the Caucasus, however, is not 
only one of geographical obscurity. It is also a question of being located 
at the extreme margins of a dominant Eurocentric history, to the point of 
being seriously off any Western cognitive map. Take an example: In the far 
northwestern reaches of Sinkiang, in the late 1750s, the Mongolian Dzun- 
gar tribe some 600,000 in number was physically annihilated by the Qing. 
The vast majority of those Dzungars who were not directly slaughtered 
succumbed to starvation and epidemic.'? In terms of our overall schema, 
this makes this event not just an extremely important prequel to our third, 
“retreating empires” trajectory. It is also arguably the eighteenth century 
genocide par excellence. Yet because little information about the event was 
recorded at the time, including any memoirs of survivors, there is a very 
major lacuna in our basic knowledge of the event. The problem, however, 
is not simply one of a lack of information recovery because the victims 
were illiterate nomads or because the perpetrators failed to offer a detailed 
inventory of their extermination. One can find some details of the fate of 
the Dzungars in specialist Russian and Chinese monographs. Rather, the 
issue is one of what Michel-Rolph Trouillot would call “the production of 
history.”!* The Dzungar extermination might deserve to be treated as semi- 
nal. However, because it has no place—or indeed value—within a Western 
frame of reference, even arguably a genocide-focused one, its marginaliza- 
tion, or more accurately mental obliteration down a giant memory hole, is 
likely to be perpetuated into the foreseeable future. 


The “3 As” 


The “3As” arena in the Americas and Antipodes closely follows the con- 
tours of Alfred Crosby’s geographical concept of neo-Europes.' The regions 
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in questions thus are those characterized not just by conquest, but by tem- 
perate climatic and agricultural conditions that enabled settlement of large 
numbers of northern- and western-European incomers. While the French, 
Spanish, and many other Europeans were involved in this grand colonizing 
project, not only in two out of our three regions did settlers from British 
Isles backgrounds come to predominate, but equally significantly under the 
aegis of “Anglo” political administrations. Equally significantly, and partly 
antagonistic to Crosby’s overall thesis, these regions were also characterized 
by relatively small native populations—compared, that is, with the number 
of incomers—who, effects of epidemiological devastation as well as tech- 
nological disadvantage notwithstanding, were certainly demographically 
overwhelmed by the sheer weight of the latter and/or their ovine or bovine 
appendages.’® 

This is not to endorse entirely false assumptions that the native popula- 
tions in question were either insignificant in number or did not know how 
to manage or indeed maximize the resource potential of their respective en- 
vironments.!” Notions of vacuum domicilium or territorium or (res) nullius 
were entirely the sophistries of the colonizers.'® Their repeated invocation, 
however, highlights a further defining feature of this trajectory: the coloniz- 
ers’ intent was not just to own, but to take direct possession of the totality 
of the land and its resources for their own increasingly market-dominated 
interest. Thus, unlike the dominant Iberian pattern of conquest in the cen- 
tral and southern Americas, where the colonizers sought to assimilate and 
acculturate the indigenous populations (albeit by massive and bloody coer- 
cion), in the case of the “3 As,” the process was one of conscious disgorge- 
ment of the natives with a view to their supersession either by the colonizers 
themselves or their great stocks of domesticated animals. This pattern had 
already begun on the “Anglo” colonial frontier in Ireland, arguably extend- 
ing this sequence back to the late 1500s.!? As the campaigns to remove the 
native populations of the Gaeltacht, that is, of the Scottish Highlands, as 
well as the island of Ireland, were ongoing into the nineteenth century, this 
also arguably provides for a critical transoceanic linkage between geno- 
cidal events in the “3 As” and the margins of Europe. 

Indeed, the nature of close Anglo-Scottish settlement in the Gaeltacht 
might appear superficially to provide us with a strongly functional expla- 
nation for both genocide here and in the “3 As.” Settlers want land—na- 
tives resist; outcome—annihilation. Yet this is not only a one-dimensional 
portrayal of events in the Gaeltacht, where the process of supersession was 
never comprehensively enacted despite three hundred years of trying—even 
in the “3 As,” where it was, the exterminatory consequences are similarly 
very far fromcontinuous or across the board. Rather, in all three regions, it 
is most obviously what Moses has characterized as “genocidal moments,”?? 
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specifically with regard to the consolidation of a retreating native frontier 
within the Australian imperial domain, which offers the best overarching 
framework for the killing sequence. The plot in Australia is rather clear: 
Tasmania in the 1820s; the northeastern corner of New South Wales in the 
late 1830s; the Darling Downs and Upper Brisbane valley in the 1840s; 
and central and then northern Queensland in succeeding decades.*! What 
makes the north Americas significantly different is the much longer time 
span in the sequence: the first eastern seaboard genocidal moments taking 
place the 1620s and 1630s, and the last in the Great Plains not for another 
quarter of a millennium.’? By contrast, again, a specifically independent 
Argentinean program of extermination of the Araucanian Indians is tele- 
scoped practically into a fifty-year period.” 

Treating any or all of this purely as a functional by-product of native- 
settler encounter, however, will not suffice. Genocide is a phenomenon as- 
sociated with the state. Yet the paradox of the matter is that neither official 
US, nor colonial Australian, or even Argentinean policy was founded on 
one of extermination of native peoples per se, but rather of exclusion, or 
especially latterly, incorporation, of such peoples—forcible where neces- 
sary—ainto the dominant culture. This aspect certainly amounts to a yawn- 
ing gap between principle and practice, but the fact that in no case was the 
legal principle entirely abandoned must itself throw attention not just on 
the searing contradiction between the developmental demands of expansion 
and misplaced humanitarian obligation, but also on the native response.”4 
To put it bluntly, the genocidal potential implicit in frontier encounters 
thus required and indeed revolved around a very particular dynamic: on 
the one hand, the refusal of the colonizing state to concede that there might 
be some limit or restraint on its control and consolidation of a territorial 
resource—as also staked out and thus treated as an absolute through Eu- 
ropean concepts of sovereignty—on the other, native unwillingness, not to 
say obduracy, to play according to the white man’s rules, thereby success- 
fully acting as an inertial drag where not a serious impediment on that very 
colonizing agenda. 

Outcomes of genocide or subgenocide, in short, in these cases, were not 
primarily the result of cultural antipathy towards natives, or even racism per 
se, though these undoubtedly were critical contributory factors. They were 
because the natives did not do what they were required to do according to 
the colonizing script—namely give way, preferably by disappearing into the 
ether. The series of “genocidal moments” in Australia may often have been 
more localized and widely dispersed than some of the more heavy-duty US 
federal efforts, for instance, to sweep practically all the remaining native 
peoples from the eastern seaboard, as in the early 1830s,” or for that mat- 
ter the simultaneous efforts on the Argentine pampas to literally expunge 
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the Araucanian peoples. But there again, some obviously formulaic pre- 
determination to these encounters would be to miss the dialectical nature 
of each separate confrontation. Each was contingent on the nature and 
evolution of the crisis itself. It might involve very localized, almost entirely 
unreported efforts of a tribe acting on their volition, to resist encroachment 
as in the case of the Yuki in California in the 1850s*°; it might involve the 
very public and legal obstructions placed by the Cherokees in the US fed- 
eral courts to the state of Georgia’s efforts to expropriate their lands thirty 
years earlier’’; or for that matter, the seriously pan-tribal efforts associated 
with Pontiac in the Great Lakes region nearly three-quarters of a century 
before.?® In each case, however, the brake each placed on the colonizing 
project precipitated, in somewhat different ways and to different degrees, 
explosions of colonizer exterminatory overkill. 

Certainly, the independent interests or behavior of “frontier” settlers 
themselves (as opposed to “states”) could be a major factor in these equa- 
tions; one of the most problematic aspects of genocide in the Americans 
and Antipodes being the role of equally displaced, traumatized, and often 
thoroughly brutalized Gaelic-speaking Scots and Irish, as well Presbyterian 
Scots-Irish as primary actors in these confrontations.’’? Equally, the very 
fact of displacement of often seasonally perambulating peoples from their 
traditional habitus, thus forcing them into increasingly diminished and de- 
graded as well as unfamiliar spaces (usually alongside other displaced na- 
tive tribes), poses the degree to which the resulting competition for scarce 
resources produced black on black, or red on red, as well as simply white 
on red, or black genocide.*® 

This still leaves some examples where the ensuing dynamics do not 
necessarily materialize as something we can specifically denote as geno- 
cide. New Zealand is one unusual arena, for instance, where an undoubted 
and extremely unforgiving mid-nineteenth-century military encounter be- 
tween Maori and Pakeha (i.e., whites) may have been sufficiently sym- 
metrical for long enough—thus paradoxically posing a tribute to Maori 
martial attributes and military innovation—to actually prevent a whole- 
sale genocidal onslaught against them.*! By comparison, the virulence of 
native insurrection in the late 1870s against close and rapid French settle- 
ment in New Caledonia proved insufficient to an outcome much more in 
keeping with “Anglo” genocides in the Americas,*? though again interest- 
ingly at some variance with the general (but by no means unblemished) 
accommodationist thrust of French/native encounters on that same conti- 
nent in previous centuries.°° 

If the inference from this grouping of genocides is that the nature and 
evolution of local social and cultural relationships, not to say the larger 
imperatives of a state’s developmental agenda, offer the potential either 


IoD Mark Levene 





for outright violence or an alternative—however fragile—for long-term 
coexistence, our second grouping of cases offers a much more chrono- 
logically straightjacketed but geographically dispersed sequence of geno- 
cidal outcomes. 


Colonial Genocide at Fin-de-Siécle 


This sequence is firmly situated not in the territories of the first maritime em- 
pires and their successor states, but rather within the new wave of Western 
imperial advance, in Africa, Asia, and the Pacific at fin-de-siécle. Settlement 
is not thus the primary issue in these cases—though certainly it is a factor in 
some of the genocides, most notably the one that is the focus of most current 
research, namely, that committed against the Herero, and to a slightly lesser 
extent against the Nama peoples in South West Africa between 1904 and 
1906.** The fact that this is a genocide committed by Germans thirty years 
before the advent of the Nazi regime, and with the inference of some colonial 
transmission belt from one to the other, seems to be a major factor in the 
research equation. Interestingly, however, in terms of death toll this is not 
the nadir of German colonial assaults on native peoples in this period. While 
by 1906, something approaching 100,000 inhabitants*>—an estimated sixty 
percent of the colony’s central and southern population—had perished as a 
direct or indirect result of the German military quelling of the insurrections, 
the destruction of the pan-tribal Maji-Mayji revolt in German East Africa in 
1906/7, primarily though military-induced famine, led to a fatality rate of at 
least two to three times this number, including three-quarters of the Pangwa, 
and half the Matumbi and Vidunda peoples.°® 

Even then, narrowing the examination to these and other Wilhelmine 
colonial atrocities would fail to take into account a broader picture of very 
similar assaults by other imperial parties at fin-de-siécle. These would cer- 
tainly include: 


1. The military extirpation of the Umvukela and Chimurenga revolts in British- 
controlled Rhodesia 1896/7, in the latter case especially evincing aspects mark- 
edly similar to the German destruction of the Herero and Nama peoples.?’ 

2. The Dutch campaign against Aceh’s insurgent effort to resist incorporation 
into the Dutch East Indies, a military campaign culminating in a massive 
counterinsurgency operation by the Dutch commander, van Daalen, against 
the entire population.*® 

3. The Japanese extirpation of the peasant Tonghak rebellion in Korea’s south- 
ern Cholla region in the mid-1890s, en route to its seizure of the entire Ko- 
rean peninsula and in which the anti-Tonghak operation has been described 
as “a systematic extermination of the civilian base.”°? 
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4. The extirpation of resistance tothe American conquest of the Philippines— 
centered in South West Luzon—in the early 1900s, with military-induced 
famine against the entire support population as the chosen strategy. The re- 
sulting war-related deaths, primarily through disease and starvation, have 
been conservatively estimated at 200,000; other writers, however, argue 
that out of a total Filipino population of 7 million, the fatalities actually 
amounted to one in seven.*° 


Broadened out somewhat one might wish to add a series of other events 
that also carry similar, strongly genocidal attributes. These include the 
British extirpation of the Islamicist Mahdiyya regime in the Sudan in the 
late 1890s, again using famine as the chosen method;*! the physical an- 
nihilation of the religiously inspired Canudos community in Brazil’s Bahia 
province in this same period, by direct military assault;** the orgy of mas- 
sacres carried out by the international expedition sent to quell the Chinese 
Boxer uprising in 1900;*° and the reconcentrado system set up by General 
Weyler to starve out and defeat the Cuban insurgency against Spanish over- 
lordship in 1897.44 One might even include, in a more limited sense, the 
British application of a similar form of mass population detention in order 
to defeat the Boer guerrilla struggle fought from the veld between 1900 
ancl. 

Objectively speaking, one might wish to argue that none of the cases, 
barring possibly the Herero annihilation, should really be treated as “geno- 
cide” per se because there was no “intent” involved. On this score, indeed, 
one might even wish to question the Herero case, as there is no evidence 
of a German military blueprint at the outset to exterminate them. Rather, 
it developed and radicalized in the course of the conflict.*° Yet, this is in 
fact the unifying factor in all these cases. As with the “3 As,” so here again 
the extent and tenacity of native resistance—blocking off in the process 
an assumed imperial developmental trajectory—massively ratcheted up 
the contours of violence, ultimately producing imperial reactions that were 
massively disproportionate to the purely military task in hand. 

The synchronicity of these events also sheds further light on their place 
within a broader macrohistory. In each case, native insurrection was un- 
doubtedly desperate, often notably millenarian, and certainly fought as 
a last-ditch effort. In each case, it could only be thus, given the entirely 
asymmetrical terms of the military encounter. Yet in each case, it was ex- 
actly these attributes on the part of the resisters that knocked their oppo- 
nents so off balance, denting in the process broader national prestige and 
at a juncture when the imperial self-image was so obviously one of the car- 
riers of some mission civilisatrice. Poor, benighted—and certainly racially 
inferior—natives were required to be dutifully grateful and passive in the 
face of conquest, not to physically confront or challenge it. Somewhere 


194 Mark Levene 


in the interstices between the hubris and the ignominious reality, the mili- 
tary machines of slighted states lurched into massive, sustained, and blan- 
ket retaliation. 

Why this happened with some frequency at this fin-de-siécle moment 
arguably also tells use something of broader relevance. Read Mike Davis’s 
Late Victorian Holocausts, and it is clear that the foreclosing of tradi- 
tional regional and localized economies from c. 1876-1905 in favor of a 
global market created, determined, and regulated according to the Western 
laissez-faire doctrine produced an almost unimaginable scale of “Third 
World” deaths.*” It ought to remind us that structural, let alone extermi- 
natory violence need not necessarily be preceded by the epithet genocidal. 
Interestingly, one region where the results were particularly extreme falls 
outside both Davis’s study and the examples cited here. The economic as- 
set stripping of the ivory and rubber wealth of the Congo, at the behest 
of Leopold II’s internationally recognized “free-trade” [sic] regime, pro- 
duced a demographic catastrophe far in excess of any murderous military 
assault elsewhere at fin-de-siécle. True, there were widespread atrocities 
involving direct punitive raids on communities who resisted the coercive 
labor demands of the rubber companies. Most mass death, however, oc- 
curred without either genocidal intent or even necessarily the dialectic of 
resistance and retaliation. Hyperexploitation, not genocide per se, was the 
cause of the immiseration and collapse of the Congo basin population in a 
matter of decades, from an estimated twenty million to possibly only half 
that number.*® 

What, however, does link the structural and exploitative violence of 
this type to the direct exterminatory massacres we are more concerned 
with here is the broad submergence of native peoples’ traditional habi- 
tus into an emerging, integrated, Western-dominated world economy. In 
either case, the consequent dislocation and degradation of peoples’ lives 
was total and irrevocable. Genocides, however, were more likely to occur 
where populations physically resisted the attempt at integration, that is, 
sufficiently effective to put a spanner in the works of imperial agendas; 
insufficiently enough—except in exceptional cases such as the Abyssinian 
defeat of the Italians at Adowa in 1896* (thereby mirroring the Maori 
achievement in the preceding half-century and more)—to actually prevent 
exterminatory retaliation. 

This certainly leaves a handful of cases that neither chronologically 
fit neatly into this pattern, nor, for that matter, spatially into that of the 
“3 As.” Settlement on the neo-European, market-orientated model is, for 
instance, the primary motor in French genocidal responses to repeated na- 
tive resistance to the incorporation of Algeria into metropolitan France in 
the 1840s, and again in the 1870s.°° Similarly, Italian efforts to consolidate 
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Cyrenaica, further along the African coast, in the twenty-year period after 
attempted occupation in 1911—with a view to filling it with southern Ital- 
lan peasants—culminated in the incarceration of almost its entire Bedouin 
hill country population into concentration camps, in an attempt to flush 
out and exterminate the ongoing resistance to occupation led by the Islamic 
Sanusi order. At least 60,000 and possibly as many as 100,000 of a total 
regional population of some 225,000 may have died as a result—mostly in 
this final concentration camp phase from 1928-31.°! 

Significantly, though products of a specifically Western imperial re- 
sponse to native insurrection, there are parallels in these North African 
cases with our third “retreating empires” sequence, not least in the relli- 
gious-cum-national dimensions of resistance to encroaching empire. 


Retreating “World Empires” 


The geographic range of our final genocidal trajectory is firmly Eurasian, 
and more specifically along what might be described as a tectonic plate 
across the spine of central Asia, running from Chinese Turkestan (Sink1- 
ang) in the east through the Caucasus and Eastern Anatolia to a final Eu- 
ropean terminus in the northern Balkans. As in our second sequence, the 
timescale is relatively telescoped, though here primarily from the second 
half of the nineteenth century through to the onset of the First World War. 
Moreover, while the geographical distances as well as chronological spac- 
ing make the four episodes of exterminatory violence distinct, they are all 
closely interlinked. Yet paradoxically, only one of these—the Armenian 
massacres of 1894-—96—is relatively known inthe historical landscape, and 
this primarily not because it is so much recognized as a genocide in its 
own right, but more as a prequel to the exterminatory destruction of the 
majority of Ottoman Armenians in 1915/16. It is this latter event that is 
often referred to not just as the first contemporary genocide but “the tem- 
plate for most of the genocide that followed in the twentieth century.”** Yet 
anything between 80,000 and 200,000 Christian Armenians—mostly in 
Eastern Anatolia—are estimated to have been killed at Ottoman-Muslim 
state behest in the episode twenty years prior.°° 

If the events of 1894-96 are in partial shade and obscurity, this how- 
ever is even more the case in our related three additional episodes: 


1. The extirpation of a wide swath of Muslim peoples and communities in 
Kashgaria and other part of western and northern Sinkiang by the Qing em- 
pire in the mid-1870s, albeit an event harbingered by the Qing extirpation of 
the Dzungar more than a century earlier. In the later event the full weight of 


196 Mark Levene 


imperial retribution fell particularly on the Uighur peoples. The population 
loss is unclear but is variously estimated in the region of one million.*4 

2. Midway along the tectonic plate, the ongoing struggle by Romanov Russia to 
wrest control of the northwest Caucasus, itself a critical flank to its consoli- 
dation of the Black Sea, notably ratcheted up in the early 1860s with a full- 
scale assault on its—again—Muslim Circassian tribes. The specific aim as 
it crystallized in 1864 seems to have been one of total “ethnic cleansing.” In 
practice, this process was carried through by systematic massacre followed 
by the literal disgorgement of survivors in unseaworthy, disease-ridden ves- 
sels across the Black Sea to the Ottoman Empire. One recent estimate has 
suggested as many as one to one and a half million deaths as a result, or close 
to half the Circassian population. » 

3, At the western end of the tectonic plate and at the chronological culmination 
of all our three trajectories, in 1915/16 the estimated loss of one-quarter 
of Serbia’s 4.5 million largely Orthodox population, with some 800,000 of 
those casualties noncombatants, in the context of the state’s military de- 
struction by its Austro-Hungarian neighbor.** This final case is indeed sig- 
nificantly different than the others for being enacted by an imperial state 
against another sovereign state-society, but as if it were a colonial vassal. 
What is additionally of note is that this attempted annihilation of at least 
part of the Serbian population has until very recently been treated as a rather 
subsidiary and unimportant footnote to the supposedly main parameters of 
the First World War.°’ 


Considered overall, however, what is interesting about this grouping— 
the Serbian case included—is the degree to which each episode involved a 
retreating “world empire” attempting to cohere and consolidate its bound- 
aries, primarily in order to stay afloat and intact in response to the impact 
of direct Western penetration and overall Western hegemony. In each, the 
resulting crisis efforts of Ottoman, Qing, Romanov, and Habsburg re- 
spectively, entailed a collision with a native people or peoples either at the 
empire’s historic frontiers and/or a protean national entity at its periphery. 
What is doubly interesting is the degree to which the actual points of frac- 
ture tended to be geographically situated where two or more of these em- 
pires found themselves contiguous with one another, or involved in some 
other form of geo-strategic contestation, with also potentially severe do- 
mestic consequences for one or more of the imperial powers. 

As one example, the displacement of surviving Circassians as muha- 
jirs (Muslim refugees) from the Russian-occupied Caucasus into Ottoman 
Eastern Anatolia had a profound, amplifying effect on already-stressed 
Armenian relations with Kurdish and other peoples in the region.°*® Simi- 
larly, many of the Circassian number settled by the crisis-ridden Ottoman 
authorities in Roumelia were specifically and infamously enrolled as bashi- 
bazouks (paramilitary auxiliaries) in order to commit retaliatory massacres 
against insurrection-prone Bulgarian and other Balkan Christians, from 
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1875 onwards.*’ The immediate result was a spiralling cycle of violence in 
which not only Muslims and Christians committed atrocities and ethnic 
cleansing against one another, but Russia found a pretext to intervene. By 
the same token, this rapidly generalizing Ottoman crisis, especially insofar 
as its remaining European rump of the empire was concerned, brought 
Austria and Russia into head-on competition for control of the emerging 
political vacuum, again with further serious ramifications not just for what 
remained of the Ottoman Empire in Europe, but for its still notably diverse 
and ethnically mixed populations.°®! 

That, of course, brings us geographically and chronologically much 
closer to a more familiar and not just Eurocentric break point in world 
history. As the foreign and domestic tensions of “retreating” empires 
came to hone in, during the summer of 1914, on the specific issue of 
Serbia’s relations with Austria, from our vantage point they also seer to 
provide a point of intersection both with the emergence onto the world 
stage of a new wave of nation-states—both before and after the First 
World War—and the explosion of twentieth-century genocide in a pri- 
marily European locale. Significantly, it is also at this same watershed 
that the old surviving world empires sought to adapt to, alternatively 
circumvent, or literally break out from the conditions of the post-1918 
restatement of Western global dominance—if not necessarily by overtly 
refashioning themselves as nation-states within an international system 
of such states, then certainly by throwing off their religiously grounded 
universalist pretensions and turning themselves into streamlined. homo- 
geneous polities. As a consequence, if before 1914 the old world empires 
under their “universalist” umbrella had provided the last remnant of an 
increasingly precarious and diminishing space within which indigenous 
peoples were able to maintain an economic and social existence, a cul- 
ture, a religion, often at marked variance from the metropolitan norm, 
thereafter modernizing state trajectories in all three imperial ranges 
seemed to offer only the choice between “voluntary” extinction—in 
other words, cultural genocide®*—with the helping hand of the state, or, 
if the natives refused, then unremitting punitive war with the ongoing 
potential for actual genocide. 


Imperial genocide tout ensemble 


While this trajectory hardly reached its conclusion in 1914, as we have sug- 
gested, its ultimate direction was already well on course long before then. 
This still arguably leaves in the shade the role played by native peoples 
themselves—perhaps for obvious reasons, given that they were the ones 
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who were the victims of imperial exterminatory violence. Certainly, the 
onus has to be ultimately on the perpetrators, though, again as we have 
suggested, a paradox in all our sequences is that circumventing the pos- 
sibility of extermination seems to have been the official starting point of 
all our imperial types. Hoping that difficult natives would somehow as- 
similate, do obeisance to the dominant power, and learn to accept their 
place within the imperial frame of things—or failing these then magically 
disappear—remained, for sure, the general aspiration of harassed colonial 
administrators, very often even in the face of often steadily increasing geo- 
strategic, resource, or colonizing imperatives emanating from the metro- 
politan center, or from settlers themselves. 

However, neither center nor local administration could ever cope 
with native peoples who refused to play according to the script. Or worse, 
failed to conduct themselves according to some preconceived one-dimen- 
sional type. Whether resiliently local, pan-tribal, or even pan-national, 
direct physical resistance of native groups to accelerated imperial agendas 
was almost bound to turn notions of imperial accommodation—always of 
course on the empire’s own terms—into failed policies of accommodation 
and integration. In our final sequence, one might add, the failure could 
also be treated almost in terms of “a clash of civilisations,”®’ the bonds 
of religious solidarity for Muslim Uighurs and Circassians, or Apostolic 
Armenians, providing a potent counterchallenge to notions of religiously- 
sanctioned imperial peace and order, this factor also playing some small 
part in the clash between Orthodox Serbia and the self-consciously Catho- 
lic Habsburg throne.°* 

Yet the other side of the coin is the degree to which the breakdown 
of what, at least in some instances, had been exactly such historic long- 
term accommodations, can be seen as the consequence of something other 
than simply a one-dimensional imperial dynamic with a particular na- 
tive group. The exposure of so many North American peoples on the 
eastern seaboard to the potentiality of genocide arguably reached its ze- 
nith in the context of a global eighteenth-century contest between British 
and French empires, a contest most bitterly played out in this particular 
hemisphere and with the tribes themselves allotted roles as bit players, 
ripe for expendability when they had served their purpose. Many of the 
tribes themselves may have been adept at playing off the imperial contes- 
tants one against the other, but their very participation in these danger- 
ous games made them all the more exposed when one of the imperial 
competitors—the French in this instance—were literally removed from 
the stage.® A century later, Shona in British Rhodesia and Armenians in 
Ottoman Eastern Anatolia found themselves equally vulnerable to exter- 
mination, not just because of the domestic contexts in which some of their 
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number challenged their respective imperial masters, but because by then 
no self-respecting empire could allow its weakness to be demonstrated to 
its imperial competitors. 

By 1914, indeed, the very social Darwinian nature of the new world 
order made it impossible for any empire, whether British, French, Chinese, 
or Ottoman, to negotiate with those who had already been ordained as 
subordinate and inferior. Asa result, implicitly if not explicitly, the geopo- 
litical pressures under which all imperial entities were operating ultimately 
molded and determined each and every one of their actual interactions 
with native peoples. Moreover, in such an interconnected world—where 
every state indeed was now also an onlooker on each and every other 
one else in the system—to have one’s imperial sense of place and mission 
flouted, one’s legitimate and by implication civilized and civilizing author- 
ity ignored, avoided, even perhaps, in one’s worst nightmares, usurped by 
untutored, illegitimate, and always by implication “savage” natives posed 
that dread crisis-moment question: what other options exactly were left 
but a zero-sum solution? 

“During the last four or five years the human life and property de- 
stroyed by the Aboriginals in the North totals up to a serious amount.... 
settlement on the land and the development of the mineral and other re- 
sources of the country have been ina great degree prohibited by the hostil- 
ity of the blacks with undiminished spirit,” opined an 1879 editorial in the 
leading Queensland paper.°° The leader hardly needed to spel! out what 
needed to be done. Retrospectively, a distinguished journalist-cum-his- 
torian spoke of the Serbs in the run-up to Sarajevo as “a thorough-going 
nuisance, a nest of violent barbarians whose megalomania would sooner 
or later meet the punishment it deserved. There had been several occa- 
sions when the rest of Europe fully expected to see Austria lash out and 
wipe Serbia off the map.”°’ 

Is this the particular and peculiar story of imperial Austria struggling 
tO maintain its place in an increasingly unforgiving world? Or rather of 
all empires—indeed all states in a globalizing political economy? The 
imperatives to compete, to make good, and thereby to survive within 
its supposedly fixed and unnegotiable parameters—all in the name of 
that thing we call progress—have determined not only that ordinary hu- 
man beings the world over are caught up in its deadly treadmill, but that 
alternative paths towards a gentler, more humane, more latitudinarian 
development continue to be laughed out of court. Perhaps the final word 
should be with the philosopher, Giorgio Agamben: “In any modern state 
there exists a point which marks the moment when the decision on life 
is transformed into a decision of death and when biopolitics becomes 
thanatopolitics.”® 
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SERIAL COLONIALISM AND GENOCIDE IN 
NINETEENTH-CENTURY CAMBODIA 


Ben Kiernan 


Introduction 


M ost genocidal regimes display not only racial or religious hatreds, but 
other ideological preoccupations as well. Genocidal thinking usually 
includes expansionist or irredentist territorial demands, an agrarian ideol- 
ogy vaunting supposedly superior land use, and a cult of antiquity envisag- 
ing return to a pristine era of ethnic purity, military superiority, or cultural 
dominance. This combination of ethnic and agrarian visions with military 
and territorial ambitions makes colonial conquest a common context for 
genocide.! In Cambodia’s case, colonialism and genocide are multiply inter- 
twined. In the two centuries before the Khmer Rouge genocide of 1975-79, 
the country suffered four colonial conquests of varying lengths. These in- 
vasions brought external rule and local repression by Vietnamese, Thai, 
French, and Japanese regimes, respectively. Here I begin by examining the 
first two of these colonial cases, which together arguably inflicted partial 
genocide on Cambodia in the 1830s and 1840s. 

From around the turn of the nineteenth century, as European colonial 
powers advanced elsewhere over the globe, the newly resurgent dynasties of 
Cambodia’s neighboring Confucian and Buddhist kingdoms, then known 
as Dai Viét and Siam, expanded into the country from east and west. They 
fought each other and Cambodian resistance for the country’s territory and 
its population’s labor. For over a decade, as the two invaders’ control of 
Cambodia seesawed, their successive devastations were brutal, and the ap- 
parent demographic impact severe, though no population statistics survive 
to document it. Their violent colonial practices ranged from military sup- 
pression and administrative subordination to economic exploitation and 
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cultural assimilation, while proclaiming Confucian paternalism and Bud- 
dhist universalism, respectively. Their territorial ambitions and visions of 
superior agriculture, as well as, in the Vietnamese case at least, preoccupa- 
tion with ancient (Confucian) models, were consistent with the thinking of 
other genocidal regimes of various cultures, centuries, and continents. 

Atthe same time, during their resistance to Vietnam’s occupation, Cam- 
bodian rebels indiscriminately slaughtered ethnic Vietnamese, and even af- 
ter Vietnam’s military withdrawal in the 1840s, Thai forces in Cambodia 
conducted a genocidal massacre of the Vietnamese population remaining 
there. These killing campaigns prefigured the Khmer Rouge genocide of 
Vietnamese civilian residents of Cambodia in 1975-79. 

The strength of Cambodian resistance, and the kingdom’s recovery in 
the 1850s after two deadly occupations, were also remarkable. Ironically, 
it was the French arrival and imposition of a new colonial Protectorate in 
1863 that may have posed most urgently the question of Cambodia’s na- 
tional survival. For, now, local resistance to the French presence produced 
new anticolonial collaboration between ethnic Cambodians and Vietnam- 
ese. Though enjoying access to few historical sources about their country’s 
past, Cambodians under French rule increasingly worried for its future 
status and existence. 


Cambodia, Siam, and Dai Viét 


From the end of the thirteenth century, the medieval Khmer kingdom of 
Angkor had faced intermittent Siamese invasions. In the seventeenth cen- 
tury, the southern Vietnamese kingdom also began launching incursions 
into Cambodia, while ethnic Vietnamese farmers and traders started set- 
tling there. Ethnopolitical divisions between Khmers and Vietnamese 
sharpened in 1750 when Cambodia’s king Ang Snguon successfully ordered 
a genocidal massacre of almost all the Vietnamese residents in the country.’ 
After more Vietnamese settled in the Mekong delta, Khmers again slaugh- 
tered many in 1769. 

Yet at other times, members of thetwoethnic groups cooperated. A long 
Vietnamese civil war that began in 1771 saw the kingdom of Dai Viét first 
reunified and then conquered by a resurgent Nguyen dynasty in 1802. The 
victor, who became the new emperor Gia-Long (r. 1802-19), had received 
aid not only from French forces, a Siamese rebel and a Chinese pirate and 
their fleets of junks, and twenty thousand Siamese troops, but also from a 
former Cambodian palace slave who mobilized 5,000 Khmer followers in 
the Nguyen cause. Collaboration remained an alternative to ethnic conflict. 
However, by then, as historian Alexander Woodside comments, “ethnic 
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differentiation and stratification were more finely developed in the Viet- 
namese imperial outlook,” than in either Cambodia or Siam.’ 

Vietnam’s Nguyen restoration eventually opened the way to its further 
western expansion into Cambodia. And in 1794, Siam, pursuing its own 
eastward expansion, occupied Cambodia’s northwest provinces, including 
the temples of Angkor and the province of Battambang, which it held for 
over a century.’ In the 1830s and 1840s, contending Vietnamese and Sia- 
mese invasions would bring Cambodia to the brink of annihilation. 

Gia-Long established a new capital at Hue, on the central coast, and 
renamed his kingdom Viét Nam (“Southern Viet”) in 1804. Despite his 
initial multiethnic following, Gia-Long believed that “the Vietnamese and 
the barbarians must have clear borders.” He combined this policy with 
Confucian paternalism and regional pragmatism: “Cambodia is a small 
country.... We will be its mother; its father will be Siam.” Cambodia 
was “an independent country that is the slave of two.”® Vietnamese pa- 
ternalism and Siamese suzerainty were both unwelcome in Cambodia, 
but the closeness of their contention gave it greater room to maneuver. 
Disenchanted by Siamese power, the Khmer king Chan (r. 1806-35) of- 
fered to become Gia-Long’s vassal, and the Khmer court moved downriver 
from Udong to Phnom Penh. Gia-Long ordered his officials in the delta to 
“separate people of Chinese descent, Chinese merchants, Cambodians, 
and Malays.”’ 

Contention over Cambodia gradually led to yet closer colonial imposi- 
tions. Siam invaded Cambodia in 1811, clashing with Viét Nam’s forces. 
Withdrawing in defeat, Siamese troops destroyed both the former capi- 
tal of Udong and the citadel in Phnom Penh, and deported thousands of 
Cambodians to the Siamese-controlled northwest territories.’ As Gia-Long 
restored his country’s traditional name Dai Viét in 1813, a 13,000-strong 
army enforced its protectorate over Cambodia.’ Gia-Long withdrew Viet- 
namese residents from there in 1815 to avoid “trouble with Cambodians 
in the future,” and later ordered his officials to “prevent my people from 
intervening in their lives.” Twice a month, the Khmer king had to bow to a 
tablet inscribed with Gia-Long’s name, and a thousand Vietnamese soldiers 
garrisoned the capital, but their demands and controls on Cambodia were 
not yet severe. Hue’s formal policy was “to strengthen the preservation” 
of Cambodia. Siamese forces still threatened it, reoccupying the northern 
provinces in 1814.'° 

Viét Nam tightened its grip on Cambodia. In 1816, Nguyen authorities 
recruited 5,000 Khmer workers in both kingdoms to dig a canal along the 
northern edge of the Mekong delta. More laborers joined the project before 
construction was completed in 1820.'! In a Buddhist poem composed fifty 
years later in reflection on this era, the Khmer monk Venerable Pich offered 
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a total estimate of “one hundred thousand Khmer and Vietnamese work- 
ers.” The digging, Pich wrote, “killed many people and exhausted many 
others.”!* The workers were paid and supervised by corrupt Vietnamese 
officials under harsh conditions. An English diplomat who visited Vietnam 
reported a death toll on the project of ten thousand laborers.!? 

Rule and resistance brought escalating violence. In eastern Cambo- 
dia, a Buddhist monk named Kai raised a rebel force in 1820, joined by a 
Cambodian general whom the Nguyen authorities had demoted.’* Led by 
Kai, the rebels “annihilated all the Vietnamese soldiers” sent to arrest him. 
Vietnamese commanders denounced Kai for “daring to exterminate their 
compatriots.” The rebels continued to massacre ethnic Vietnamese in east- 
ern Cambodia. According to Pich’s poem: “The number of dead was high. 
The soil was bathed in blood. Many abandoned bodies lay on the ground. 
For the Vietnamese it was a general debacle.” Launching a fleet of thirty 
boats on the Mekong, the rebels sailed on Phnom Penh, but were routed." 

Before one engagement, the poem portrays Kai reciting Buddhist sutras 
and blessing his troops to make them invulnerable. At first it worked. Viet- 
namese fell “like banana stalks” to Khmer attacks. Kai’s followers an- 
nounced: “We will suffer no misfortune, for we have no guilt.” But the 
poet criticized Kai for his “misdeeds,” such as involving monks in violence, 
contrary to Buddhism. “After what he had done, the merit had faded away, 
and now he had no special powers. ... His followers were unable to at- 
tack or fire their weapons. So the Vietnamese, Chams and Malays attacked 
them mercilessly from their boats, with axes, rifles and swords.” Many 
Buddhist monks fell fighting, including some who, Pich suggests, had lost 
religious merit when they “killed Vietnamese.” Vietnamese forces captured 
and killed Kai, tried and executed the defecting Cambodian general, and 
beheaded many other rebels.!® 

Pich’s poem drew a somber lesson from this revolt and its failure: “Peo- 
ple’s arms quivered in the cold. So much rain fell all day, all night, that it 
was impossible to distinguish sunrise from sunset. The weak and the strong 
alike ran off to hide, and the land was mournful.” Gia-Long had died in 
1819, and the new Vietnamese monarch, his son Minh-Mang, took a dif- 
ferent approach: “Peace has been restored, but there is much to be done in 
Cambodia, and little has been accomplished.””” 


Minh-Mang’s Domestic Policies and Ideology 
Vietnamese Emperor Minh-Mang (r. 1820-41) was more aggressive and 


ideologically rigid than his father. His tragic intervention in Cambodia 
in 1833-41 fit the pattern of his rule. Repressive and haughty, deeply 
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concerned with agricultural welfare and development, Minh-Mang ex- 
hibited a Confucian preoccupation with models from Chinese antiquity, 
while imposing ethnic assimilation at home and pursuing territorial ex- 
pansionism in response to conflict abroad. After brutal Siamese interven- 
tion in Laos, Minh-Mang annexed parts of that country in 1827-31, and 
he would soon add Cambodia after a Siamese attack there.!® 

At home, Minh-Mang’s reign was wracked by discord and rebellions. 
In contrast to his father’s acceptance of Western advisers at the Vietnamese 
court, none remained there under Minh-Mang after 1824. He attempted 
to ban Catholicism the next year, and executed seven Western missionaries 
in 1833-38, along with Vietnamese Catholics. He ordered northern Viet- 
namese women to wear trousers instead of skirts, and tried to ban village 
theater performances, stating: “I hear that a stupendous number of males 
and females, old people and young people, watch these plays. This must 
definitely be an evil custom.”?? 

Minh-Mang placed similar impositions on domestic ethnic commu- 
nities. For the Khmer and highland minorities of southern Viét Nam, he 
abandoned Gia-Long’s policy of muted segregation, and insisted on assimi- 
lation: “We must hope that their barbarian habits will be subconsciously 
dissipated, and that they will daily become more infected by Han [Sino- 
Vietnamese] customs.” Significantly, the emperor associated this cultural 
assimilation with both agriculture and state supervision of the population: 
“The surveying of land and the erecting of settlements, the promulgation 
and completion of the quotas and the registers, these things are essential 
demonstrations of ‘using Hsia to change barbarians.’”?° 

The imposition of strict Confucian controls likewise provoked multi- 
ethnic responses. When a son of the governor of Saigon, Lé Van Khdi, led 
rebels in a revolt in the Mekong delta in 1833, they were supported by local 
Khmers, Chinese merchants in Saigon, the leader of the remnant coastal 
principality of Champa, and by the king of Siam.”! After crushing Khdi’s 
rebellion in 1834, Minh-Mang proclaimed: “The number of rebels, like 
herds of dogs and foxes, grew daily, and the revolt became an extremely se- 
rious problem. . . . 1 cannot hide my vexation. . . . how was the disaster able 
to extend through the six provinces and resist the court for three years?” 
Minh-Mang did not simply put down the Cham rebellion in 1835; he also 
finally dissolved the last Champa principality.” 

As emperor, Minh-Mang also saw himself as a Confucian ruler with 
Heaven’s mandate to be benevolent. He established a genuine agrarian “re- 
lief” system to help the poor cope with drought, flood, and fire. He ex- 
plained: “The relationship between a king and his people is like that of a 
good father with a young child who does not wait for the child to be cold to 
put clothes on him.” He ordered the rich to hand over two-thirds of their 
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private lands to village communes, and forbade the sale of commune land 
Ala pEolte. 

Minh-Mang’s agrarian vision was powerful. Confucian doctrine 
placed the peasantry second only to the scholar-mandarinate on the so- 
cial ladder. An 1831 ordinance offered free grants of uncultivated land “to 
any person who asks for it.” Minh-Mang revived the Dai Viét institution 
of royal land grants in the south to groups of military colonists, for pay- 
ment in rice and performance of military duties. A French historian cred- 
ited Minh-Mang with pioneering “a new doctrine” on irrigation. An 1833 
edict proclaimed: 


Whenthe rice fields are flooded by the rains and the water-courses are still at a 
rather low level, it is useful to dig drainage canals and to clear the rice fields of 
water into the water-courses; in this way one can avoid flooding and the rotting 
of the summer harvests. Inversely, if the rains are lacking and the rice fields are 
drying off, and if at the same time the water in the river is rather high, then it is 


useful to bring the water into the fields by means of small channels. .. . It 1s thus 
preferable to entrust the care of all dykes, public and private, to the provincial 
mandarins, who will maintain them according to the prescribed rules... . Dur- 


ing the summer and winter crops, they should introduce water from the water- 
courses, according to whether the rice fields are dry or flooded.” 


Minh-Mang left 12,000 pages of writings, which include “hundreds of 
poems and pieces of prose about agriculture and the peasant.”?> The em- 
peror announced a new program of land measurement throughout southern 
Vietnam in 1836. “It is very important to clarify the borders of fields,” his 
edict stated. Landed property had to be recognized. Minh-Mang overruled 
his officials to ensure that public lands were not augmented, and he reduced 
taxes to encourage the clearing and farming of new land. As he put it, “pri- 
vate land has been possessed for a long time, and ownership has already 
been recognized.” Rejecting his mandarins’ proposal to “cut away and take 
their private property,” Minh-Mang responded that “it is natural to see the 
rich provide the land and the poor provide the labor.” His main goals were 
land clearing, rice production, and private property. As he put it, “[I] do 
not worry whether the amount of rice fields is small for each peasant,... 
[I] only worry that people are not diligent.” He required cultivation efforts 
on the part of landlords, too. It was a crime to accumulate land beyond the 
Owner’s Capacity to farm. Minh-Mang ordered his officials: “Any owner 
who has relatively too much land to be able fully to cultivate it, then take 
half of 30 percent.” At the other end of the social scale, convicts who had 
cleared public lands were to become small landowners: “If they want to 
stay there... give the cleared land to them as the form of private land to 
live on. If they want to go back home, sell the cleared land to others.” The 
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Hue government provided buffalo, tools, and seeds to individuals setting 
out to clear new land, and it rewarded or punished local officials on the 
basis of the area of their region that was brought into cultivation.”® 

The Nguyen administration’s cult of antiquity also expressed a special 
Confucian orthodoxy. As Woodside has pointed out, “The Vietnamese 
elite’s sense of Chinese history was strong. Its faith in Chinese allusions, 
classical and historical, momentous and trivial, was romantic and unlim- 
ited.” A performing elephant at Minh-Mang’s court in the 1820s, Wood- 
side writes, elicited an allusion to an eighth-century elephant “that had 
held a goblet in its mouth at the T’ang court.” When soldiers digging a 
gate for the imperial city excavated a skeleton in 1833, Minh-Mang or- 
dered it solemnly reburied on a precedent set by a classical Chinese mon- 
arch. He would tell stories at any pretext about the first Ming emperor, 
“complete with dialogue.” Minh-Mang’s historical curiosity extended to 
Cambodia. In a slightly condescending tone, he remarked that the Khmer 
“have been a nation for over 1,200 years, but we do not know precisely 
what year they began, in terms of the Vietnamese and Chinese dynasties 
that were then reigning.”?’ 

Seeking ritual continuity between past and future, Minh-Mang would 
survey the heavens for omens, following the tradition of early Chinese em- 
perors and the Book of Songs. One day in late 1834, he predicted with 
optimism: “On every winter solstice day the ancients ascended the Spirit 
Tower to examine the clouds. ... Today in the early dawn I saw that the 
color of the sun was radiant and the cloud ornaments were luxuriant, and 
I reflected that the peace and happiness of men next spring could be fore- 
told.”*8 War over Cambodia, however, would prove him wrong. 


Dai Viet’s Annexation of Cambodia 


A Siamese army marched through Cambodia in 1833, to invade Dai Viét 
in support of Lé Van Khdv’s revolt there. Siam’s Cambodia policy was ruth- 
less. The Siamese king Rama III (r. 1824-51) aimed to rule the country 
through two pro-Siamese Khmer princes, or failing that, to depopulate 
Cambodia. Thus Rama III explained in 1832 that the objective of Siam’s 
invasion was to secure a Khmer labor force. “Our governors and officials 
in Battambang are well equipped and ready. Do not let the Khmers cross 
the line [into Cambodia]. When there is a chance, you must strike it hard. 
If the Khmers flee, send troops to beat them... . Try to bring more people 
into the [Siamese] kingdom so that we will have more manpower. ... Ar- 
range for their settlement so that they could start to grow food.” More 
explicitly, Rama III ordered his military commander, Chaophraya Bodin 
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(1777-1849): “You are to figure out a means of returning Cambodia to 
[rule from] Bangkok as it used to be. If this is not possible, you should turn 
Cambodia into forest; only the land, the mountains, the rivers and the 
canals are to be left. You are to carry off Khmer families to be resettled in 
Thai territory, do not leave any behind.”? 

Bodin’s large expeditionary force marched into Cambodia, headed 
by shock troops with “a multitude of enormous elephants.”*° The Khmer 
monk Venerable Pich wrote in an 1855 poem: “The Siamese army invaded 
the whole country and ravagedtowns and villages. Everywhere in the coun- 
try, from the rural areas to the capital, the population, panicking in fear, 
were completely terrorized.”*! In the words of a Khmer chronicle, “All the 
people were surprised to see such a large army, and they trembled with 
fear.” When the Siamese army approached Phnom Penh, its Vietnamese 
garrison retreated, massacring four hundred ethnic Chinese who had set- 
tled there from Vietnam. *? 

Pursuing the offensive, Bodin’s army attacked into Vietnam, but met 
defeat there and had to fall back in early 1834. In Cambodia, Khmer reb- 
els had already begun massacring Siamese forces, and much of its popula- 
tron fled the fighting to take refuge in the forest.** Following Rama III’s 
instructions, Bodin sent brutal orders to the Cambodian princes on the 
march with his retreating forces: “Now the Khmers are revolting in many 
towns; therefore, it is difficult to retain Cambodia. The army commanders 
in Phnom Penh must demolish all ramparts, and turn Phnom Penh into a 
charnel ground.” He also instructed them to “transport the Khmer, Indian 
[Cham], Chinese and others in Phnom Penhto Battambang,” the northwest 
Khmer province under Thai control. Bodin further ordered Siamese com- 
manders in the Cambodian coastal towns of Hatien, Kampot, and Kom- 
pong Som “to evacuate the people, to burn down the houses in every town, 
and to demolish the town, so that only the forest and the rivers are left.”>4 

As the poet Pich recalled in 1855, the Siamese army, implementing 
Bodin’s orders in Phnom Penh, “destroyed the palace compound, burning 
down all the houses of the villagers. Commanders and soldiers plundered 
and shared out their booty.” The situation in the city was “catastrophic.”2° 
On their withdrawal, the Siamese carried of f Khmer and Chinese residents 
of Phnom Penh, “at least two thousand families,” each with children and 
grandchildren, Pich wrote.** Perhaps one-quarter of the deportees escaped 
on reaching Udong, only to wander, a Vietnamese official asserted, “trem- 
bling and afraid in the deep woods.”%” Siamese troops commanded by 
Bodin’s son, mounted on elephants and horses, pursued an opposing force 
of 1,500 Khmers and came upon the entire population of Samrong Tong 
district hiding in the forest. According to Pich, the Siamese soldiers spared 
only the Khmer women. “The men were bound, beaten, and murdered,” 


Serial Colonialism and Genocide in Nineteenth-Century Cambodia 213 





and over a thousand of their dependents taken prisoner and deported.*? 
As the Siamese retreated westward across Cambodia, they rounded up the 
local populations for resettlement in what 1s now northeast Thailand. His- 
torian David Chandler writes that the affected provinces “were system- 
atically emptied, either because the populations were carried off, or took 
refuge in the woods.” Cambodian historian Khin Sok asserts that “the 
majority of the population” of Cambodia was deported to Siam. Reach- 
ing the Siamese-controlled Cambodian town of Battambang, Bodin had its 
citadel destroyed, and forced thousands of local Khmer laborers to dig a 
moat for a new city, redirecting the Sangker river.*? The Siamese forces also 
erected ethnic barriers. Learning that its protégé Khmer princes had taken 
a large number of Vietnamese captives, Bangkok ordered them not to “hold 
a single Vietnamese.” 

Meanwhile Bodin’s son, commanding a force of ten thousand and 
“many huge elephants,” marched northward, retreating from Phnom Penh 
with a large number of Khmer captives. Pich describes him as “cruel like a 
lion.” He “burnt everything in his path,” including villages. The Siamese 
elephant force invested the Khmer provincial town of Kompong Thom. 
“Many dead lay on the ground.... As if on a hunt, the Siamese soldiers 
pursued the fugitives and decimated a great number of them. There were as 
many dead on each side. Those hiding in the high grass were run through 
with lances and many others disappeared in the river.” Bodin’s son marched 
back to Siam, leaving his troops a further order to “crush the Khmers.”*! 

On retaking Phnom Penh, the Vietnamese hardened their policy, too. 
At the end of 1834, Minh-Mang formally renamed Cambodia as a Viet- 
namese province, Tran tay thanh, “the citadel of the western protectorate.” 
He also renamed central and southern Laos, and signaled his expansion 
policy by changing his own kingdom’s name from Dai Viét to Dai Nam, 
“the Great South.” Minh-Mang now laid claim to more than the old Viet 
realm.” The 1838 edict announcing the name change to Dai Nam reflected 
his ambitions: “This dynasty owns the whole southern part. ... All crea- 
tures that move belong to our territory.”*° 

A Vietnamese general in northern Cambodia, according to the poet 
Pich, press-ganged the entire population of Kompong Thom, “some to 
build fortresses, to dig the earth; the others cultivated rice and transported 
it into granaries.” In the five northern provinces, even top Khmer officials 
had to perform this labor. “No one dared revolt for fear of the Vietnamese 
and everyone collaborated.”** 

However, Minh-Mang’s viceroy in Cambodia, Truong Minh Giang, 
quickly encountered problems establishing Vietnamese authority there. He 
reported to the emperor in 1834: “We have tried to punish and reward the 
Cambodian officials according to their merits and demerits. We have asked 
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the king [Chan] to help us, but he has hesitated to do so. After studying 
the situation, we have decided that Cambodian officials only know how 
to bribe and be bribed. Offices are sold; nobody carries out orders; every- 
one works for his own account. ... For the last four months, nothing has 
been accomplished.”* Compiling an assessment of Cambodia’s resources 
six years later, Dai Nam officials still complained that “official posts were 
acquired by paying money,” and that, contrary to the Confucian code of 
patriarchy, Khmer family ties were closer on the maternal than the paternal 
side. Thus, they reported, “the worst aspect” of Cambodian society was 
that people “do not know the ethnical codes. Although they accept the 
supreme power of our country, they still keep their own customs.”*® 

Hue also considered that its newly incorporated Cambodian territory 
lacked appropriate agriculture. A major problem was feeding the occupy- 
ing forces. An 1834 memorial complained that Cambodia did not practice 
basic rice and grain storage.*” In their subsequent assessment of Cambo- 
dia’s resources, Dai Nam officials wrote: “Land is abundant here and the 
population is scarce. Only 30—40 percent of the land is under cultivation, 
mainly for cotton and betel nut and a little rice.” The document added: 
“It is customary here that the king has no granary, and the country has no 
[standing] army.”*® 

So while enjoining Vietnamese officials there to “teach them our cus- 
toms,” Minh-Mang also meant to impose his agrarian vision on the land. 
He told his viceroy: 


I have heard, for example, that the land is plentiful and fertile, and that there are 
plenty of oxen... but the people have no knowledge of agriculture, using picks 
and hoes, rather than oxen. They grow enough rice for two meals a day, but they 
don’t store any surplus. ... Now all these shortcomings stem from the laziness 
of the Cambodians ... and my instructions to you are these; teach them to use 
oxen, teach them to growmorerice, teach them to raise mulberry trees, pigs, and 
ducks.... As for language, they should be taught to speak Vietnamese. [Our 
habits of] dress and table manners must also be followed. If there is any outdated 
or barbarous custom that can be simplified, or repressed, then do so.*” 


At first, Minh-Mang’s approach was paternalistic and gradualist. “The 
barbarians have become my children now, and you should help them,” he 
advised his viceroy Giang. “Let the good ideas seep in, turning the barbar- 
ians into civilized people. .. . As for winning the hearts of the people, and 
teaching them, we plan to do this rather slowly.” Minh-Mang requested 
reports from Cambodia on its “customs, people, and agricultural produce. 
I want to know whether the people are prosperous, and whether or not 
the Cambodian militia have been trained ... if the barbarian people have 
learned Vietnamese ways, and if they are happy.”*° 
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More ominously, the new requirements of intensive cultivation involved 
official Vietnamese monitoring of previously mobile populations. Hue’s 
1834 memorial complained that “the Cambodian territory is broad... but 
up until now its soldiers and adult males have wandered about and have 
not been registered and controlled.” In 1835 alone, Minh-Mang dispatched 
over a hundred Vietnamese officials to staff the new administration.*! He 
also arranged for the deportation of new Chinese immigrants and landless 
Chinese from Vietnam to Cambodia: “Give them some land, and divide up 
parcels of land for them to cultivate unused soil. The government will pro- 
vide those lacking means with seed grain and farming tools.”°* Chams were 
sent to similar settlements along the Cambodian frontier.°> Minh-Mang 
ordered progress reports: “After three years, surmise the number of people, 
of farming plots; organize the data in record books, and report them.” *4 
By the late 1830s, Minh-Mang’s officials also brought Vietnamese crops to 
Cambodia and supervised their systematic cultivation. Truong Minh Giang 
reported: “We have often advised them to till the land diligently and culti- 
vate crops accordingly, to plant beans and rice.” However, food shortages 
now threatened an “emergency” in the area west of Phnom Penh, which 
was “in very bad shape.”°> Minh-Mang finally complained in 1840 that for 
six years he had insisted in vain on the measurement of Cambodian crop- 
land and compilation of records on its rainfall, granaries, and irrigation 
works, and once again he ordered these tasks fulfilled.°° 

In part, Minh-Mang’s policy reflected Confucian preoccupations with 
benevolence, border security, and cultural superiority. When Truong Minh 
Giang reported inthe late 1830s on the distribution of “10,000 measures of 
rice” to Khmer delta communities, the king replied: “It is right to do that. 
You should allow your compassion to keep the outside [Cambodia] peaceful 
so that the inside |Dai Nam] can be comfortable.”*” In establishing Hue’s 
control over Cambodian communities, Minh-Mang also followed China’s 
traditional sinicization policy of regularizing court appointments in minor- 
ity regions by replacing hereditary chiefs, a process known as changing 
from “aboriginal” rulers to “circulating” bureaucratic appointees. He thus 
planned to replace Cambodian province chiefs with Vietnamese, starting 
from the provinces near Phnom Penh. The replacements officially required 
a combination of agricultural and military skills. Few if any of these new 
positions were ever filled.*® 

Dai Nam officials who appear to have shared Minh-Mang’s historical 
perspective wrote around 1840: “Ah! The expansion of the earth goes from 
north to south.” Just as in ancient times, southern China was “deserted and 
beyond the reach of civilization,” so southern Dai Viét, too, had once been 
“the land of Chams and Khmers.” However, “Since our ancestral sages [the 
early Nguyen] began to open it up, it has now become a superior civilized 
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country.” In Cambodia itself, the authors of this assessment wrote, it was 
also necessary to “open the land up, then to civilize uncouth people with 
writing, cover fish scales with clothing, turn unhealthy air into good, and 
transform barbarians into Hoa (Vietnamese). .. . Heaven cannot let it be a 
barbarian wilderness. Now that our country is changing things in a signifi- 
cant way and registering [Khmer] households, the day of transforming old 
customs into Hoa has come!”°? 

Such optimism proved unmerited. At this height of Dai Viét’s historical 
expansion, the kingdom had overreached. Cambodians welcomed neither 
Vietnamization nor repression, nor the colonial condescension, equally evi- 
dent in Minh-Mang’s description of King Chan: a “fresh wind or the cry of 
a bird could make him flee.” In late 1834, Chan sought his own advice, ap- 
parently from Khmer court Brahmins whom viceroy Truong Minh Giang 
considered “magicians,” and they supposedly urged the monarch to take 
bribes and “let criminals out of jail.” Giang had these “magicians” ex- 
ecuted, and when Chan died the next year, the viceroy crowned the king’s 
daughter, Mei, as queen.© 

Dai Nam’s repression of Cambodians now intensified. According to 
Pich’s poem, Truong Minh Giang devised “a terrifying plan, for the whole 
country.” After apprehending a leading Khmer official and his family, and 
torturing them to death, Giang then “gave the order to arrest, in the citadel, 
all the Khmer dignitaries and to put them to death.” One ranking official 
was locked in a vice, “burned, dismembered and eliminated.” At this, Pich 
claims, Kompong Thom province’s “entire Khmer population, stupefied 
and terrorized, fled into the forest.” A Vietnamese force marched north to 
arrest Nong and Ey, the leading Khmer officials in Kompong Thom. There, 
Pich writes, “refusing to submit, these two men rapidly mustered troops to 
massacre the Vietnamese. These massacres began in Kandal province and 
extended to all the fortresses, from Staung to Baray, and all the populations 
rose up.” Seeing further resistance as hopeless, however, Nong led a large 
party of Cambodians through the jungle to a Siamese-controlled northern 
Khmer province, where he and many of the refugees died.°! 

Further scattered Khmer uprisings occurred from 1837 to 1839. Now, 
Pich asserted, rebels “were murdering the Vietnamese in the whole country.” 
The occupying forces, unable to locate the rebels, “arrested only frightened 
individuals,” incarcerating a thousand prisoners in cages stacked up on top 
of each other. Truong Minh Giang’s intention, according to Pich, was “to 
dissuade the youths from joining the rebellion.” He “eliminated the reb- 
els as if he were uprooting trees.” Among hideous tortures Pich recounts, 
Giang reputedly ordered three children stretched on the ground, “their 
heads placed around a fireplace. Then the fire was lit and on their heads 
was placed an enormous tron pot in which other children were boiled.” 
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Prisoners had to dig ditches into which they were thrown; “then they were 
covered with earth and a fire lit to turn them to ashes.”®? 

Minh-Mang took a piqued, personal interest in Cambodia’s pacifica- 
tion. Addressing Khmers in an 1838 decree, he complained that they had 
ignored his “generosity.” For instance, “Imperial troops were dispatched to 
Cambodia, costing millions of coins, and brought you security by destroy- 
ing the Thai. Troops were stationed to bring peace. This action was like 
bringing the Cambodian people out of the mud onto a warm feather bed 

. . why are there people who hate us and believe the rebels?” A year later, 
Minh-Mang again complained that Cambodian officials who had all been 
“given titles from my court” continued inexplicably to use their Khmer 
titles. “The Cambodians should be told that it is an honor to have titles 
bestowed on them by this court. In conversation, therefore, they should use 
our titles.” Another Vietnamese official asserted that Cambodians retained 
excessive power: “Local people collect the taxes that are owed to us, and 
still rule over one another.” Vietnamese personnel finally took over direct 
administration of Cambodia’s provinces in 1840. That June, Minh-Mang 
demoted Queen Mei and imposed a Vietnamese taxation regime, including 
new taxes on food products. The arrest of six prominent Khmer officials 
was followed in August by that of Mei and two princesses. All went off to 
exile in Saigon.°* Dai Nam officials explained that the late King Chan had 
left “no heir and four of his daughters stood equal and could not rule the 
country. [Our king] thus ordered the army to prepare rice rations and sent 
them to the [protecting Vietnamese] government, in order to manage the 
land and set up [district] administrations.”® 

Meanwhile, challenges to Hue’s authority proliferated at home. The 
1830s saw three major internal rebellions; a fourth broke out in 1841. 
As Minh-Mang’s ambitious land measurement program got underway in 
southern Vietnam in 1836, he asked a mandarin about popular attitudes 
in the south. The response was: “All people are shaking and sighing.” 
Minh-Mang’s agrarian program was needed to raise more tax revenue 
to feed the troops in Cambodia. A Vietnamese official reported that the 
occupation had to support five to six thousand military forces there. Each 
year, this cost Vietnam seventy to eighty thousand hoc of unhusked rice, 
at a monthly salary of one hoc per soldier.®® Besides tripling tax rev- 
enues in rice, land registration facilitated conscription for the Cambo- 
dian front. Vietnamese soldiers there were all landowners (tenants were 
exempt). The proportion of southern Vietnamese men conscripted also 
tripled, from 7 to 20 percent. After 1836, Hue drafted 21,000 south- 
erners for military service until they reached age 50 or 55. From 1839, 
wealthy Vietnamese received government rank for donating and deliver- 
ing over 2,500 hoc of unhusked rice to Cambodia or the border. The war 
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increasingly militarized Minh-Mang’s regime. By 1839, he was advising 
his administrators: “All civil officials ideally should be forced to learn 
the military arts and al! military officials should be forced to learn civil 
business. .. . Civil officials must not consider guns and cannonto be the 
sphere of responsibility of military bureaucrats.”°’ 

Dai Nam’s problems escalated when serious rebellion erupted in south- 
ern and eastern Cambodia in September 1840. According to Pich, the 
imprisonment of the Khmer princesses and courtiers had provoked Cambo- 
dia’s officials and population to revolt “against the arrests and the arbitrary 
exterminations. The rebellion spread to the whole country.”®* Minh-Mang 
exploded in a letter he wrote to Giang in Phnom Penh: “Sometimes the 
Cambodians are loyal; at other times they betray us. We helped them when 
they were suffering, and lifted them out of the mud. ... Now they are re- 
bellious: Iam so angry that my hair stands upright. . . . Hundreds of knives 
should be used against them, to chop them up, to dismember them.” He 
added in another edict that rebels must be “crushed to powder.” Cambo- 
dian rebel leaders reciprocated the sentiment: “We are happy killing Viet- 
namese. We no longer fear them; in all our battles, we are mindful of the 
three jewels [of Buddhist teaching]—the Buddha, the Law, and the monas- 
tic community.” Minh-Mang expressed his own view before his death in 
early 1841: “The Cambodians are so stupid, that we must frighten them. 
Ordinary moral suasion has no effect.” In a sad sign of his dashed hopes 
for agricultural development of the annexed territory, Minh-Mang ordered 
the burning of Cambodian orchards and crops.°’ 


Another Siamese Invasion 


Siam now returned to the offensive, after difficulties with its own Khmer 
royal protégés. Bangkok had imprisoned one of its favored Cambodian 
princes, and another defected to the Vietnamese in 1839 with several thou- 
sand followers, only to be arrested by Giang in Phnom Penh. The Siamese 
commander Bodin garrisoned Battambang in 1840 to prepare a new inva- 
sion. Once more marching into Cambodia later that year, his 35,000-strong 
army overran the Vietnamese fort at Pursat, then fell back to Battambang. 
A Khmer rebel reported difficulties from the interior: “We are unable to 
continue fighting the Vietnamese. We lack the troops to do so, the rifles, 
the ammunition, and the supplies.” However, their enemies were also chas- 
tened. Bodin estimated that 10,000 Khmer rebels were in the field, but the 
Vietnamese thought they faced 30,000.” 

The Siamese deported 1,500 Vietnamese overland from Pursat to Siam, 
and 800 more by boat.’! When they captured another group of 180, one, a 
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Vietnamese official from Phnom Penh, told the Siamese: “I heard that Thai 
and Khmer troops were everywhere. I was so afraid that J and another 160 
people decided to flee.”’* A Vietnamese report stated in 1841 that Khmer 
rebels “appear and disappear at will,” avoiding contact unless they had the 
advantage. “They concentrate their forces where the jungle is thick, and in 
swampy areas where our troops cannot maneuver.” Culturally, the Viet- 
namese were even more isolated; “we have no intelligence about the enemy, 
and no guides.”” 

Minh-Mang’s death in January 1841 had a pronounced impact. Writ- 
ing from Bangkok a year later about the situation in Cambodia, a French 
missionary stated that if Vietnam’s “persecution did not quite stop” with 
Minh-Mang’s death, “it has at least greatly slowed.”” Indeed, Vietnamese 
forces had by then abandoned Cambodia, under Minh-Mang’s successor, 
emperor Thieu-Iri (r. 1841-47). Late in 1841, viceroy Truong Minh Giang 
evacuated Phnom Penh’s six thousand inhabitants to Vietnam. He accepted 
responsibility for “losing” Cambodia, and committed suicide.” 

Now mostly under Siamese control, Cambodia saw no peace after the 
Vietnamese withdrawal. Bodin ordered “the general massacre” of the “nu- 
merous” Vietnamese still resident there. According to a French missionary 
who arrived a few years later, the Siamese “fell upon Cambodia, rallied the 
whole population around them, and massacred the Annamites [Vietnam- 
ese] dispersed in the country.”” In the Mekong delta to the south, ethnic 
consolidation continued, as the Siamese attempted to forcibly round up 
populations. In 1842, they captured two thousand Chinese-Cambodian 
refugees apparently fleeing the delta into Siamese-occupied territory. Seiz- 
ing 250 Khmer inhabitants from three villages in Chaudoc, Siamese forces 
complained that “six Khmer households and fifty Cham households” had 
evaded capture. In one mass breakout from Siamese control, a hundred 
delta Khmers “escaped from the camp.”’’ The Siamese forcibly evacuated 
Khmers from many villages near Phnom Penh. Upriver in eastern Cambo- 
dia, officials in four Mekong provinces rounded up their families and fled 
into the jungle. In messages to Bangkok, Siamese officers reported depopu- 
lating the South China Sea coast of its Chinese and Khmer populations, 
moving the Chinese north along the coast, and also dispatching 134 Viet- 
namese prisoners to Bangkok.”® 

Beyond population control for counterinsurgency, the Siamese labor 
deportation campaigns had an agricultural purpose. Bangkok instructed 
its governor of a border province in 1843 to “effectively organize the Chi- 
nese, Laotian and Khmer people to grow more sugar cane than ever be- 
fore.”’”? The Thai historian Puangthong Rungswasdisab has shown that 
increased rice cultivation was another Siamese goal. She concludes: “The 
pattern of forced resettlement was designed to meet the growing needs of 
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agricultural production.” Siam’s depopulation campaigns devastated areas 
near Vietnam, such as Phnom Penh, and “remarkably diminished the size 
of Cambodia’s population.”*° 

However, Siam also confronted some of the same difficulties in Cam- 
bodia that had defeated Dai Nam. With a pessimism recalling that of Viet- 
namese viceroy Truong Minh Giang a decade earlier, Bodin reported to 
Bangkok in 1843: “We have been in Cambodia for three years without 
accomplishing anything. We are short of supplies; people are going off into 
the forest to live on leaves and roots; and nearly a thousand men in our 
army have died from lack of food.” The Siamese abandoned Phnom Penh in 
1844, and retreated to Udong. Vietnamese forces again returned to Phnom 
Penh. A desperate Bodin informed Bangkok that “all the Khmer leaders 
and nobles, all the district chiefs and all the common people are ignorant, 
stupid, foolish and gullible.” Vietnamese attacks on Udong in 1845 led 
to peace talks.*’ Bodin wrote to Rama III: “We have decided to avoid the 
renewal of the war with the Vietnamese. In effect, the Khmer fighters have 
nearly all perished. The soldiers are afraid of the Vietnamese; the popula- 
tions have fled into the forest to find food; the fields are uncultivated: Cam- 
bodia knows famine. During the recent Vietnamese intervention, a good 
number of Khmers rallied to Annam [Dai Nam] for the sake of peace.”®? 
Both sides eventually implemented a mutual withdrawal in 1847. In Udong, 
Siam’s protégé Khmer prince assumed the throne, reigning as King Ang 
Duang (r. 1848-60). Dai Nam’s hold on the country had ended, but Siam 
annexed Cambodia’s northern provinces.*° 

David Chandler writes that Minh-Mang, within his own ideological 
framework, had “tried hard to be informed about Cambodia, to be fair to 
its people, and to improve their way of life.” His conquest of the country 
was in fact provoked by a Siamese attack on Vietnam itself, just as his an- 
nexation of Lao provinces responded to earlier Siamese depredations there. 
However, Minh-Mang’s ideological preoccupations also included territo- 
rial expansion, repressive control, cultural superiority, classical precedent, 
and agricultural reform, and he was prepared from the start to impose them 
all, if necessary by force, within Dai Nam as well as in Cambodia. What he 
shared with the ideological mindset of other colonial perpetrators meant 
that, in the face of competitive Siamese expansion and relentless Khmer op- 
position, he finally resorted to policies that could be considered genocidal. 
This also applies tothe brutal orders Siam’s Rama IJ] gave tohisown army, 
and to their implementation by the Siamese commander Bodin. 

No extant statistical information records the Cambodian death toll 
resulting from the violence of Dai Nam’s occupation and Siam’s deporta- 
tions. Their impact may be gauged only from a Khmer account published 
sixty years later, looking back on the late 1840s. 
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The land was no longer cultivated. The peasants deserted their villages because 
they were still afraid of the Vietnamese and Siamese who had come to pil- 
lage their harvests. Half of the fruit trees in the villages were cut down. As a 
result villages which had counted up to a hundred and fifty houses no longer 
had more than fifty or even twenty. In each village the number of people had 
fallen considerably. ... Entire villages were abandoned and my grief reached 
its height at the sight of the widows deprived of everything, incapable of feed- 
ing their young children.** 


The French Colonial Conquest 


Cambodia recovered from this disaster during the 1850s.8° However Ang 
Duang died in 1860, the year after the French conquest and colonization 
of Vietnam had begun. France then imposed a protectorate on Cambodia 
in 1863. In the next two years, Khmer rebellions challenged the regime of 
Duang’s successor, King Norodom (r. 1860-1904), and his French pro- 
tectors, whom Norodom hoped would shield his kingdom from Siam and 
Pai Nam. His main dangers proved to be domestic. Moreover, Norodom’s 
rule and early acquiescence to the French presence even resurrected pre- 
vious traditions of collaboration between Khmer and Vietnamese neigh- 
bors. Antiroyalist rebels resembled the multiethnic coalitions once fielded 
by Gia-Long and Lé Van Khoi. With King Norodom’s half-brother, Prince 
Si Votha, already fomenting revolt against him, two messianic Buddhist 
monks launched their own rebellions. In 1865, one of them, Pou Kombo, 
a member of Cambodia’s small Kouy minority, recruited a thousand 
Khmers, three hundred Vietnamese, and a hundred Muslim Chams and 
tribal Stiengs. By late 1866, Pou Kombo fielded five thousand troops in a 
single battle, including seven hundred to eight hundred Vietnamese. One 
thousand French colonial troops marched into Cambodia to help defeat 
him. Khmer royalist forces killed Pou Kombo the next year, but one of 
his lieutenants re-emerged five years later with four hundred followers “of 
every race in Indochina,” and another fought on until 1875. Pou Kombo’s 
revolt had again “turned the tiny Khmer kingdom upside down.”*® 

Royal repression was severe, After one clash inearly 1865, a royal com- 
mander reported the capture of thirty-two prisoners, Khmers and Viet- 
namese, who “were all executed already.”®” Peasants took refuge in the 
jungles. Campaigning against Pou Kombo in eastern Cambodia in mid- 
1866, a prominent prince wrote: “I ordered the soldiers to gather every 
family in every village of Tbaung Khmum province that were in hiding 
in the forest.” He had also sent “2,500 soldiers” to one district, to try to 
capture Pou Kombo “and all the enemies” there. Royal forces faced similar 
problems elsewhere, the prince added: “All the families in Romeas Hek 
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province have betrayed [us] since my father’s time.”®? A few months later a 
royal missive ordered officials to assemble “all the people, Khmer, Chinese 
and Vietnamese” and to conscript “all of the single males in Ba Phnom 
province, servants, workers, young adults, and those who have just left the 
monkhood.... No one should be left out. Make [them] soldiers to seri- 
ously protect all the people.” If rebel forces approached, the king’s orders 
were to “chop, stab, shoot, destroy—don’t be intimidated by them.” The 
court complained of the carelessness and self-interest of its own command- 
ers: “That is why the royal government has been ruined this much.”®? 

It was during this period following the French arrival in Cambodia that 
the Buddhist poet Venerable Pich added a significant line to a new work 
that expanded on his 1855 poem: “But I realize that Cambodia is not at 
peace, that it knows only misfortunes and that the kingdom of Kampuchéa 
is on the point of disappearance.” The new crisis had provoked Pich to re- 
copy and enhance his poem in order “to transmit a heritage” now in danger 
of being lost. “I write so that our descendants may know the distant past 
of their ancestors.””° 

Despite the stark memories of Vietnamese rule in the 1830s that Pich 
recorded, Khmer official orders to royal commanders suggest that the 
court, like the rebel opposition, saw Cambodia as a multiethnic kingdom. 
Commanders had to “gather all the families of Vietnamese and Khmer,” 
and “form a troop to protect all the families who came to our side,” in- 
cluding “all families of Vietnamese, Khmer, and Stieng, every day.” The 
court aimed to strengthen the kingdom and make it “stable, abundant, and 
peaceful.”?! However, the turmoil was unceasing. Prince Si Votha launched 
yet another rebellion in 1876/77. Along with royal forces, four columns of 
French and Vietnamese colonial troops marched against him and drove the 
prince off again.” 

In June 1884, the French governor in Saigon, Charles Thomson, sailed 
three gunboats up the Mekong to Phnom Penh. He imposed on Norodom 
and his court France’s right to introduce in Cambodia “all the administra- 
tive, judicial, financial and commercial reforms” that it judged necessary, 
including the appointment of French résidents in provincial towns, the in- 
troduction of property in land, and the outlawing of slavery.”?> Rebellion 
erupted again in January 1885, and in May five thousand rebels invaded 
the capital, before French marines and police dispersed them.”* A two-year 
nationwide insurgency tied down thousands of colonial troops, who took 
heavy casualties and caused significant destruction. Also in May 1885, for 
instance, three hundred Khmers drove the French and Annamese troops 
from the port of Kampot. Escapees to Siam then reported the retaliation: 
“The French sent two steamships and two Vietnamese ships to bombard 
the Khmer rebels.... The French then moved in and burned down the 
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town.” Colonial forces were able to quell the Cambodian revolt only with 
cooperation from King Norodom and the loss of over 5,000 troops. Rebel 
Prince Si Votha fought on until 1889. His death in a remote jungle camp in 
1892 ended his thirty-year dissidence. A French source estimated that casu- 
alties during the 1885-87 conflict as well as a mass exodus to Cambodia’s 
Siamese-controlled provinces had reduced the protectorate’s population by 
as many as 195,000, or one-fifth of the entire Khmer population. “Around 
1879, relying on official information, [the French Resident-Supérieur] M. 
Moura estimated the total figure for the kingdom’s population at 945,000 
inhabitants. After the period of the insurrection from 1884 to 1887, follow- 
ing the devastation of the country, the diseases and the exceptional mortal- 
ity, which were the fatal consequences of that period, scarcely more than 
750,000 inhabitants were counted.”7® 


Conclusion 


As in other regions of the shrinking nineteenth-century globe, colonial- 
ism proved a strategic, competitive enterprise, even when the competitors’ 
philosophical traditions and political-economic goals differed, as did those 
of Dai Nam, Siam, and France. Colonial conquests were often bloody, but 
genocide has more often occurred in cases of settler colonies, involving the 
forcible seizure of a territory’s arable land and the violent dispossession of 
its inhabitants for the exclusive purposes of colonial agriculture or pasto- 
ral settlement. Though none of Cambodia’s competing colonial conquerors 
promoted extensive settler colonization, the expansionism and brutality 
of all three, the Vietnamese and Siamese preoccupation with land and la- 
bor for agriculture, and Minh-Mang’s cult of antiquity, are reminiscent 
of other genocide perpetrators. If all three of Dai Nam, Siam, and France 
did not commit what we might recognize as classic cases of genocide, their 
cumulative demographic impact was devastating. 

The cultural impact was also catastrophic. In part, these serial colonial 
disasters set the historical scene for a collective Khmer memory of national 
subjugation that would fuel the Khmer Rouge genocide of the 1970s. This 
impact was compounded and distorted, however, by Cambodia’s twenti- 
eth-century climate of historiographical ignorance, itself a partial result 
of the early nineteenth-century destruction of Khmer archival records and 
literary and historical works during the Vietnamese and Siamese invasions, 
as well as subsequent French colonial neglect of both Cambodia’s educa- 
tion system and the study of its modern history.”’ 

During the twentieth century, by discouraging discussion of the dam- 
age and destruction of the French colonial conquest, by pursuing a policy 
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of divide and rule of its Vietnamese and Khmer subjects, and by high- 
lighting the ancient glory of Cambodia’s Angkor empire at the expense of 
the country’s modern history and contemporary problems, France focused 
Khmer political attention and enmity on Vietnam.” This set the intellectual 
stage for the Pol Pot regime in the 1970s to pursue a postcolonial conflict of 
genocidal proportions in the name of supposedly ancient racial hatreds. By 
then Cambodia’s nationalist memory had given prominence to Dai Nam’s 
devastation of Cambodia in the 1830s, and spurred the Lon Nol regime in 
1970 and the Khmer Rouge regime in 1977 to emulate long-forgotten geno- 
cidal massacres that had preceded and followed that devastation, when 
Cambodia’s King Ang Snguon in 1750, and the Thai commander Chao- 
phraya Bodin in the 1840s, each organized the wholesale murder of every 
Vietnamese resident who could be found in Cambodia.” 
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(GENOCIDE IN TASMANIA 
The History of an Idea 


Ann Curthoys 


The naval armament of the Persians wintered at Miletus, and in 
the following year proceeded to attack the islands off the coast, 
Chios, Lesbos, and Tenedos, which were reduced without difficulty. 
Whenever they became masters of an island, the barbarians, in ev- 
ery single instance, netted the inhabitants. Now the mode in which 
they practise this netting is the following. Men join hands, so as to 
form a line across from the north coast to the south, and then march 
through the island from end to end and hunt out the inhabitants. 


—Herodotus, The Histories (6.31) 


Our fields and forests, which once furnished us with abundance of 
vegetable and animal food, now yield us no more; they and their pro- 
duce are yours. You prosper on our native soil, and we are famishing! 


—Paul E. de Strzelecki, 1845’ 


Introduction 


[: is a paradox of world history that while Tasmania, one of Australia’s 
six states and an island to the south of the Australian mainland, has long 
and frequently been cited internationally as having witnessed a clear-cut 
case of genocide, such a characterization is rarely adopted within Australia. 
The aim of this chapter is to elucidate how this came to beso. In the course 
of attempting to historicize and explain this paradox, I will explore the 
complex history of ideas about the rapid decline of indigenous populations 
in the wake of colonization, and the ways these ideas have been consistently 
tied to political agendas and broader worldviews, both historically and in 
the present. I also argue that the separation of and divergence between in- 
ternational and Australian approaches since the 1970s has been deleterious 
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for both genocide studies and Australian historical scholarship. Finally, I 
make a case for seeing the Tasmanian events as a case of genocide, though 
not of state planning, mass killing, or extinction. 

Although the interpretations of Tasmanian history vary considerably, 
they generally tell a story of largely peaceful, though sporadically violent, 
interactions between Europeans and indigenous peoples between 1803 and 
1827, when European settlement under direct British government supervi- 
sion was generally sparse. Matters changed dramatically in the next few 
years, when British settlement intensified, affecting traditional sources of 
food. Fierce Aboriginal attacks on European settlement prompted harsh re- 
prisals by settlers and government forces; the result was widespread frontier 
conflict especially between 1827 and 1830. As conflict continued, and in an 
attempt to protect both the settlers and the remaining Aboriginal people, 
Lieutenant-Governor Arthur adopted a policy of land clearance, that is, 
of removing all Aboriginal people from the island, known until 1852 as 
Van Diemen’s Land, with the hope of confining them to an offshore island. 
To this end, the government sponsored the “Black Line” of October and 
November 1830, when soldiers swept the length and breadth of the colony 
to capture any remaining Aboriginal people, somewhat reminiscent of the 
Persians “netting” the inhabitants of Greek islands, as evoked by Herodo- 
tus. When the Black Line failed in its objectives, the authorities turned to 
conciliation and persuasion. Aboriginal numbers were by this time already 
falling rapidly and George Augustus Robinson, working as a government 
agent, eventually succeeded in persuading the remaining two hundred or 
so Aboriginal people to move to Flinders Island, just off the Tasmanian 
coast, in 1830/31. Although Robinson and others had high hopes of here 
“preserving the race,” the numbers continued to drop alarmingly. By the 
mid 1830s, with just over 120 survivors remaining, and very few births 
on the island, it seemed clear that as a people they would not survive. By 
1847, the numbers on Flinders Island had again fallen, the island was aban- 
doned, and the remnant population of forty-seven people taken to Oyster 
Cove, about thirty miles from Hobart on the Tasmanian mainland. Their 
numbers continued to plummet, until in 1876 the last Tasmanian of full 
descent, Truganini, passed away, widely described as “the last of her race.” 
The extinction of the Aboriginal Tasmanians appeared to be complete.’ 

The Tasmanian case is significant for several reasons. First, Tasmania 
has long held a particular place in our consciousness of the destruction of 
indigenous peoples. When French and British maritime explorers first en- 
countered the indigenous people of what was then Van Diemen’s Land in 
the late eighteenth century, the latter had been separated from contact with 
other human groups since the end of the last ice age, about 8,000-10,000 
years before. As geographer and world historian Jared Diamond wrote, 
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we are fascinated by isolated societies. “Tasmania,” he says, “holds the 
record for the longest isolation known in human history.”? Also striking 
is their rapid demise in the wake of British colonization. Many indigenous 
peoples throughout the Americas and Australia met similar fates, and in 
retrospect we can see that what happened in Tasmania was not unusual 
in the history of settler colonialism. Yet it has long attracted particular 
notice, partly because, as Australian historian Charles Rowley pointed out 
in The Destruction of Aboriginal Society, the indigenous Tasmanians’ iso- 
lation from other indigenous peoples made it especially easy to think of 
them as an entirely separate people.* The disappearance of entire peoples 
on the mainland, where the boundaries between peoples were unclear to 
European observers, has been far less evident or obvious. Furthermore, in 
contrast to the mainland, where a mix of imperial and local settler authori- 
ties oversaw the taking of land, the displacement of the indigenous peoples 
of Tasmania was conducted entirely within the period of British rule. As a 
result of this long-standing focus on Tasmania, our interest now must lie 
not only in the historical events themselves but also in the peculiar atten- 
tion they have received ever since. 

Importantly, the terminology has changed over this long period of dis- 
course about the destruction of the indigenous Tasmanians and indigenous 
peoples generally. In the nineteenth-century discussion of such disappear- 
ance, the common terms were extirpation, extermination, and extinction. 
These three words could be used interchangeably, but they did have slightly 
distinct meanings: “extirpation” usually denoted a process emphasising 
settler agency; “extinction” described an outcome in which no members 
of a particular human group remained; while “extermination” tended to 
mean the connection between the two, a process conducted by settlers with 
extinction as its outcome. Since the Second World War, modern discussions 
have been both enhanced and made more complicated by the introduction 
of a new word, genocide, which has now largely displaced these earlier 
terms. The term genocide was coined in 1944 by the eminent Polish Jew- 
ish jurist, Raphael Lemkin, in his remarkable text, Axis Rule in Occupied 
Europe. Initially concerned by the rise of Nazism in Germany and later by 
its policies and practices of destroying Jews and Slavs, and replacing them 
with German settlers in Eastern Europe, Lemkin argued that international 
law could be developed and invoked to prevent a recurrence of attempts to 
destroy whole peoples. A new word was needed to describe these crimes: 
genocide, literally, the killing of a people. Importantly for modern histo- 
rians, Lemkin’s aims were not only to establish a new crime, and mecha- 
nisms for its prevention, but also to reinterpret the course of human history 
in light of his new concept. In his published work, but also especially his 
unpublished work that I consider in this chapter, he hoped that his notion 
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of genocide could be used to interpret past episodes of group destruction 
through land seizure, the importation of diseases, the taking of women 
and children, and other ways of removing the very foundations of group 
life. While the concept of genocide derives much of its modern relevance 
and impact from the example of Nazi rule in Europe, it was for Lemkin 
also a way of characterizing long-term instances of genocide in European 
colonialism. Its dual existence as both a legal and a historical term has been 
both productive and confusing, as I will explore. 


Ideas about Extermination and Extinction in Tasmania, 1820s—1870s 


Extinction discourse accompanied settler colonization everywhere. As Pat- 
rick Brantlinger points out, discourses of extinction found expression in 
“art, literature, journalism, sciences, and governmental rhetoric”; it was 
often elegiac in form, expressing both sorrow at the loss of whole peoples 
and at the same time a confident belief that the white colonies and na- 
tions would arise as savage peoples receded.® A strong recurrent feature 
of extinction discourse—and this was to become particularly true in Tas- 
mania—was a special interest in the last survivor of a given human group. 
By the 1820s, there were many literary accounts of disappearing races in 
North America, with the best-known and emblematic example being James 
Fennimore Cooper’s The Last of the Mohicans, published in 1826.’ As the 
indigenous population of Van Diemen’s Land began to fall rapidly from the 
late 1820s, colonial governors, settlers, and British officials were aware of 
these American events and discourses and, with varying degrees of concern, 
contemplating the possibility that the same might happen around them. 

The belief that the indigenous peoples of Van Diemen’s Land would 
soon disappear entirely developed around 1830. In response to the report 
of an Aborigines Committee established by Lieutenant-Governor Arthur 
to advise him on how to prevent further Aboriginal attacks on settlers, Sir 
George Murray as secretary of state for the colonies wrote (in an oft-quoted 
passage) on 5 November 1830 as follows: “The great decrease that has of 
late years taken place in the amount of the aboriginal population, renders 
it not unreasonable to apprehend that the whole race of these people may, 
at a not distant period, become extinct.”® Three weeks later, and before 
receiving Murray’s dispatch, Arthur expressed a similar view, writing to 
Murray of his belief that only capture and confinement could protect the 
colony and arrest “the eventual extirpation of the race itself.”? 

As the 1830s progressed, and as the remaining couple of hundred indig- 
enous people gathered on Flinders Island continued to die and few children 
were born, the conviction that they would soon completely disappear spread 
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beyond official dispatches to the settler population generally. In 1835, Henry 
Melville, a journalist, publisher, and writer who had arrived in the colony 
seven years earlier, wrote that: “It is generally believed that this race of hu- 
man beings will soon become extinct altogether, as the deaths are common, 
and the increase nothing equal in proportion.”’® Melville blamed the early 
settlers of the 1800s and 1810s. Whereas the colonists of his own time had 
genuinely had something to fear from Aboriginal attacks, he thought, those 
who came much earlier had attacked without provocation: “Nothing can be 
offered in extenuation of the conduct of the first Colonists towards these be- 
wildered creatures, and the historian must ever lament that he has to record 
outrages so inhuman and so unjust on the part of a British community.””! 
Melville saw the Aboriginal people of Van Diemen’s Land (VDL) as “easy, 
quiet, good-natured and well-disposed towards the white population,” and 
thought they had been treated worse than American tribes by the Span- 
iards, deprived of their hunting grounds and other sources of food, and thus 
driven to retaliate.!* , The Americas continued to influence colonial thinking; 
a year later, Major Thomas Ryan wrote that unless the government did all it 
could to “propagate the species,” the “race of Tasmania, like the last of the 
Mohicans, will pine away and be extinct in a quarter of a century.” 

Meanwhile, a British House of Commons committee in 1835 and 1836 
was examining the situation of indigenous people in British settlements 
around the world. Led by the evangelical abolitionist, Sir Thomas Fowell 
Buxton, the Christian, liberal, and humanitarian committee had a prior 
agenda: to protect, civilize, and convert the indigenous peoples in Brit- 
ish colonies. The Report of the committee, published in two volumes in 
1836/37, argued that indigenous peoples were being morally degraded and 
physically destroyed through direct violence, alcohol, and introduced dis- 
eases. The committee did not think that colonization should or could be 
slowed or stopped; rather the solution was Christianization. Although the 
Committee was poorly informed of events in Van Diemen’s Land, inter- 
viewing few with direct experience of what had happened there, its report 
concluded that: “Whatever may have been the injustice of this encroach- 
ment, there is no reason to suppose that either justice or humanity would 
now be consulted by receding from it.”" 

Discussion of the fate of the indigenous people of Van Diemen’s Land 
shifted in the mid 1830s from whether the people would disappear, to why. 
The great British scientist Charles Darwin was one of those pondering why 
after he visited Van Diemen’s Land in the Beagle in February 1836, and 
learned of the removal a few years earlier to Flinders Island. “Thirty years,” 
he wrote, “is a short period, in which to have banished the last aboriginal 
from his native island.”!> Darwin pondered the universality of extinction in 
the wake of European settlement: “Besides these several evident causes of 
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destruction, there appears to be some more mysterious agency generally at 
work. Wherever the European has trod, death seems to pursue the aborigi- 
nal. We may look to the wide extent of the Americas, Polynesia, the Cape 
of Good Hope, and Australia, and we shall find the same result... . The 
varieties of man seem to act upon each other in the same way as different 
species of animals; the stronger always extirpating the weaker.”’® 

This idea of inevitability and something mysterious being at work 
took hold in the European imagination, though there were also some, like 
Colonial Office official Herman Merivale, who in 1840 retorted that there 
was nothing mysterious about it; there were clear reasons, “appreciable 
causes,” such as the effects of firearms on the destructiveness of intertribal 
fighting, the loss of food, the effects of alcohol, the disastrous effects of 
epidemics (especially smallpox), or the effects of a sudden change in hab- 
its, which he mentioned specifically in relation to the Aboriginal Tasma- 
nians on Flinders Island.!” Count Strzelecki, a Polish noble and geologist 
who visited many colonies of settlement around the world, including the 
Australian colonies between 1839 and 1843, thought the main reason for 
Aboriginal depopulation was declining fertility, the result either of steril- 
ity from venereal and other diseases or because indigenous women (he 
thought) who had had sexual intercourse with the settlers could no longer 
conceive children with men of their own race.” As the dying and depopu- 
lation continued, settlers developed their own theories and explanations, 
such as the idea that the indigenous people were dying because they had 
given up, had lost the will to live.!? 

By the 1860s, in British scientific circles, the Tasmanians (as they were 
known after 1852) had become the prototypical case. On 19 January 1864, 
when the Anthropological Society in London debated the extinction of the 
so-called lower races, the opening speaker, Richard Lee, noted that the 
“natives of Tasmania are almost, if not quite, extinct. .. . Nowhere has the 
disappearance of a native race been more complete in modern times than in 
Tasmania.” At the same meeting, T. Bendyshe challenged the idea of inevi- 
table and perhaps mysterious extinction as a consequence of colonization, 
arguing that the problem was not the “mere presence of the white man,” 
but the taking of a people’s land. He asked of those who invoke mystery 
rather than loss of land: “But how or on what were these people to live after 
their lands were occupied?”?? 

The Tasmanian events had thus come to represent a clear, unambigu- 
ous, incontrovertible, and well-documented example of the extermination 
of an entire people. Although there were differences between different 
commentators over the facts, explanation, or morality of what had hap- 
pened, there was no significant deviation between local settler and met- 
ropolitan British understandings of events and issues. They were in this 
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period inextricably entwined, as ideas and knowledge moved back and 
forth from colony to metropole. 

James Bonwick’s remarkable and still-read book, The Last of the Tas- 
manians (1870), published forty years after the removal of the people from 
the Tasmanian mainland, told the story of an almost extinct people in con- 
siderable detail. Having first become interested in the subject after a visit 
to the ill-fated Flinders Island settlement in 1859, he worked with colonial 
government records and interviewed some early settlers. He also used his 
own knowledge from living in the colony in the 1840s; he writes, for exam- 
ple, that he had “on several occasions heard men declare that they thought 
no more of shooting a Black than bringing down a bird.”*! Bonwick’s ex- 
planation for the near-disappearance of the Tasmanians was the British and 
settler appropriation of indigenous land. After discussing the early visits by 
maritime explorers, he writes: “The Whites came again. They came not as 
curious visitors, but to make a home in the land. They came not to share 
the soil with the dark man, but to appropriate it.”*? He thought it ironic 
that on the one hand the British authorities instructed Collins to live in 
amity and kindness with the natives, and to punish offenders against them, 
and on the other remained “utterly oblivious of their rights to the land.”*? 
Bonwick thought the “wild man” had two choices: to “prostrate them- 
selves beneath the feet of the usurpers and quietly submit to slavery,” or 
to “refuse to sell their birthright of freedom, and take the consequences.” 
It was no surprise to Bonwick that they chose the latter course.** Bonwick 
noted official attempts to stop the conflict, and their futility. The events 
in Tasmania, he thought, provided a story like that written by Las Casas 
in his “Short Account of the Destruction of the Indies.” In both cases, the 
government tried impotently to protect the natives “against the avarice and 
cruelty of its subjects.”?> 

Bonwick stresses not only the direct effects of land loss in frontier con- 
flict, but also the indirect effects; disease, ill health, and lower fertility, in 
effect an inventory of the effects of colonization on indigenous people. His 
wide-ranging account was used by Charles Darwin the following year in 
The Descent of Man (1871). In a section entitled “Extinction of the Races of 
Man,” Darwin largely abandons the idea of a “mysterious” disappearance, 
and explores a large number of possible reasons for indigenous population 
decline, including loss of land and therefore sustenance, new diseases and 
spirituous liquors, loss of will to live, and general ill health. After stressing 
the complexity of the matter, he concludes that fertility decline, a result of 
being forced “to desert their homes and to change their habits,” was espe- 
cially important in the disappearance of indigenous peoples. *° 

In 1874, another Tasmanian settler, J.E. Calder, listed many of the 
same causes as Bonwick had, with one important exception: he largely 
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excluded loss of life through direct frontier violence. On the frontiers of 
settlement, he suggested, it was the Aborigines and not the Europeans who 
had generally prevailed. “Aggressiveness,” he wrote, “was almost always 
on the side of the blacks; and in this unequal contest the musket of the 
Englishman was far less deadly than the spear of the savage, at least five of 
the former dying for one of the latter.”*” The rapid population decline had 
other causes: “Whole tribes ... which had probably never had a shot fired 
at them... had absolutely and entirely vanished.” His list of alternative 
explanations included infecundity resulting from prostitution, disease, and 
the settler’s favorite, the loss of will to live.2® His version of events, mini- 
mizing the effects of frontier violence and emphasizing indigenous people’s 
self-destruction, remained long in local Tasmanian, and Australian, his- 
torical consciousness. 


The Extinction Thesis 


Soon after Calder’s account appeared, public interest had turned towards 
the impending death of Truganini, the last known Tasmanian of full de- 
scent. Such a death was seen to signify extinction, since in nineteenth- 
century thinking mixed-race descendants did not signify the survival of a 
people. Accordingly, when Truganini died on 8 May 1876, the Tasmanians 
were duly pronounced extinct, a conviction that has lasted well into our 
own time. Indeed, so fixed did the idea of the complete extermination of 
the Tasmanian Aboriginal people become, that it was not until the 1980s 
that most Australians learned there were indeed descendants, after all.*? 

The question of extinction became especially important in late nine- 
teenth- and early twentieth-century racial discourse, when belief in white 
racial superiority and fear of competition from other races reached a peak 
in Europe, the Americas, and other settler societies. Australian and inter- 
national (mainly British) understandings continued to be much the same on 
this issue. Charles Pearson, an Englishman who had spent twenty years in 
Australia, took indigenous extinctions for granted in his influential book, 
National Life and National Character: A Forecast. He warned that not 
all “inferior races” were doomed to extinction, distinguishing sharply 
between the “evanescent” races, such as the Australian Aborigines and 
American Indians who disappeared wherever Europeans went, and the en- 
during races, like Indians, Chinese, and Africans (“Negroes”) who were 
“too numerous and sturdy to be extirpated” and who would in time chal- 
lenge Europeans for world supremacy.°° 

The attribution of extinction to a particular form of racial inferior- 
ity lasted well into the twentieth century. In Australia, the story of the 
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extinction of the Tasmanian Aborigines settled into an orthodoxy that 
was rarely explored in any detail.*! Aboriginal people had not only (ap- 
parently) disappeared from the earth, but from history as well.*? Some 
reference to violent conflict did remain, for example in Ernest Scott’s im- 
mensely popular A Short History of Australia, which included three and 
a half pages on the Tasmanian conflict. One of Australia’s first history 
professors, Scott attributed blame to the settlers, who he said provoked 
the Tasmanians through frequent cases of “murder and outrage.”*? And a 
very few still remembered the Tasmanians with understanding. Mary Ben- 
nett, a humanitarian who intervened strongly in Aboriginal affairs in the 
1930s, wrote an unusually sympathetic book, The Australian Aboriginal 
as a Human Being, where she pointed out that 1930 was the centenary of 
the Black Line, followed so soon afterwards by the removal of the people 
to Flinders Island. She recounted how a Mr. Gardiner, who had lived for 
a long time on Flinders Island while the Aboriginal station was there, had 
told her father how “old men and women and children were seen in the 
early morning to ascend Mount Arthur (!) and perch themselves upon the 
top and wait until the sun lifted the mists from the peaceful ocean, and 
when the blue mountains of their native land became visible they would 
raise their swarthy attenuated arms, and with tears rolling down their 
cheeks, exclaim, ‘Country belonging to me!’”** 

Both inside and outside Australia, the Tasmanians by this time had 
largely become not real people to be mourned, but simply the cold objects 
of science. As Lyndall Ryan has related, scientists in England, France, Ger- 
many, and Australia debated in the early years of the twentieth century 
whether the extinct Tasmanian Aborigines, seen as representatives of early 
Stone Age man, were the missing link between ape and man. It was gener- 
ally agreed they had been unusually primitive as a result of their long iso- 
lation from other peoples, though some also attributed this to a supposed 
smaller-than-usual brain capacity. For Professor Fred Wood Jones, isola- 
tion meant not only a failure to evolve to a higher state, but also the loss 
of skills previously held, an idea subsequently picked up by archaeologists 
and popularized.” 


New Understandings: The Impact of World War II 


From the late 1930s, changes in government policy and thinking about the 
place of Aboriginal people in Australia’s future began to have an impact 
on historical scholarship. World War II, especially as knowledge and un- 
derstanding grew of the Nazi campaign to exterminate the Jews, also had 
a profound impact on thinking about race and history. Several specialist 
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studies on Australian Aboriginal history, all involving original research, 
were completed just before or during the war, though in wartime condi- 
tions they took varying amounts of time to appear in print.°*° One of these 
was by Clive Turnbull, a Tasmanian-born journalist working for the Mel- 
bourne Herald, whose book Black War: The Extermination of the Tasma- 
nian Aborigines, appeared in 1948.’ So radical a break did it mark that it 
is worth close examination. 

Black War signalled a challenge to the comfortable extinction dis- 
course that had prevailed since the 1870s. It began: “Not, perhaps, before 
has a race of men been destroyed utterly within 75 years. This is the story 
of a race which was so destroyed, that of the aborigines of Tasmania.”>® 
More clearly than anyone since Bonwick, Turnbull attributed this destruc- 
tion directly to the effects of colonization. He places the blame squarely 
with the British authorities who made the decision to colonize the island, 
first as a prison and later as a place of profit: “Either object [prison or 
profit] might have been, and both were, fatal to the aborigines who were 
superfluous and, indeed, a hindrance to those achievements. Their fate was 
written when [Governor] King turned his thoughts toward the island as a 
penal settlement.”°*’ Indeed, he wrote on page two: “The extinction of the 
people of Van Diemen’s Land was foreseen from the earliest years of the 
European settlement but that did not in any degree dissuade the Govern- 
ment from its course.”*° Turnbull writes that while many were “appalled by 
the atrocities committed upon the natives” the policy of colonization was 
not abandoned. After all, he says, “the only remedy would have been to 
deny to the invaders all property rights in the island.” This was not done, 
and instead the authorities attempted “one pious palliative after another,” 
to little effect, until “eventually the aborigines solved the problem in the 
way most convenient for all by dying.”*! 

The idea of a mysterious disappearance in the wake of a meeting of 
two incompatible cultures was still popular in Australia, and Turnbull set 
out to refute it. “These people,” he wrote, “were not destroyed by a foreign 
culture. They were destroyed by arms and expatriation as part of a ruthless 
policy.”** They were destroyed “not only by a different manner of life but 
by the ill-will of the usurpers of the race’s land.”*? In explanation of what 
he means by “policy,” he says: “It was not so much that there was a general 
will for the extermination of the aborigines—though that was sometimes 
expressed—as that there was no general will against it.”** He concludes: 
“They were driven from their land because the colonists wished to occupy 
it; and when they retaliated they were taken from the island to get them out 
of the way.”* 

Turnbull makes an interesting distinction between active and passive 
“il-will”; active ill will was expressed in brutality, while passive ill will 
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“deplored extermination while condoning, and participating in the rewards 
of, a system which made extermination inevitable.”*¢ It was the latter that 
most concerned him, and that he saw at work in the British settlement of 
Tasmania. He ponders how such indifference to human life could be pos- 
sible in a civilized community, and we can see here how his thinking about 
Nazi atrocities against the Jews had influenced his ideas about colonizers 
and indigenous peoples: “Beyond its [the civilized community’s | confines 
the moral geometry no longer applies. Van Diemen’s Land aborigines, In- 
cas, natives of the Congo, ‘Non-Aryans,’ move in another dimension and it 
is possible for all imperialist peoples to live in satisfaction and self-esteem 
by their own rules while conducting, in the extra-moral and extra-racial 
universe, such adventures as the common quality of rapacity may indicate 
as desirable.”*” 

He concluded his book by reflecting on the long and continuing history 
of indigenous peoples dying while their conquerors profit. Modern Austra- 
lians, he pointed out, are the beneficiaries of these long-ago events: “Today 
the whole wealth of Australia may be ascribed to territories taken from the 
aborigines.”*® That he was influenced not only by revulsion against Nazi 
anti-Semitism, but also events closer to home, is clear in the final pages of 
the book, where he draws attention to what he understood as the impend- 
ing disappearance of the Aboriginal peoples of Victoria. The attitudes that 
underlay the original dispossession, he warns, have not disappeared: “The 
aborigines of Tasmania have gone; the aborigines of Victoria are going, 
and for the miserable remnant there is from the community at large nei- 
ther interest nor pity.”” Attitudes of indifference while indigenous peoples 
disappear are still with us: “It must not be supposed that the story of the 
Tasmanian aborigines belongs to a past with which we have no connection, 
or that their fate, were the colonization of Van Diemen’s Land about to take 
place now, would necessarily be different.”°° 

Turnbull does not use the word “genocide,” coined by Lemkin just a 
few years earlier; he had probably not heard of it when writing his book, 
apparently completed some considerable time before its actual publication 
in 1948. Nevertheless, it is clear that he, like Lemkin, was at least in part 
prompted by the horrors of the Second World War, and the example of 
Nazi Germany in attempting the destruction of an entire people.*? As Lyn- 
dall Ryan argues, it seems that he wanted to use the heightened awareness 
of the horrors of Nazi policies and practices towards the Jews to shock 
Australians into recognition of the enormity of their own history.°** 

Unbeknownst to Turnbull, Lemkin himself was at the same time reach- 
ing similar conclusions about what had happened in Tasmania. Lemkin in 
the late 1940s extensively researched and wrote many chapters towards a 
book, or series of books, on the history of genocide. He never finished the 
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project, and it remained unpublished at the time of his death in 1959, and 
is unpublished still. Chapter plans, extensive notes, and draft chapters, are, 
however, held in three different archives in the US.°? In these plans, notes, 
and chapters Lemkin covered many genocidal episodes throughout human 
history: the Albigensians, Carthage, the forced deportation of the Chero- 
kee, the Herero, and many others. One of the forty planned chapters was 
about Tasmania. His research on Tasmania relied on secondary sources, 
especially Bonwick, though he also consulted other works by Giblin, Back- 
house, Calder, Melville, Merivale, and West. It was written without benefit 
of Clive Turnbull’s Black War, which was just appearing on the other side 
of the world as he wrote. 

In this chapter, we see Lemkin applying his own method of analysis 
to Tasmania. In each case of genocide or suspected genocide, he thought it 
important to consider the conditions leading to genocide, the methods and 
techniques used, the question of intent and motivation of the genocidists, 
the responses of the victim group and of outside groups, and the aftermath. 
Having given the bare bones of the Tasmanian story, he headed one section 
with a question: “Intent to Destroy—who is guilty—Government or Indi- 
viduals?” His answer is both, especially individuals. He places the blame 
for the destruction of Tasmanian society first on settlers and convicts who 
attacked the Aboriginal people, provoking them to retaliation, and second 
on the governing authorities who, while neither planning nor conducting 
genocide, failed in their basic duty of protection. He also discusses at some 
length the rapid decline in the birth rate, the result of conditions of warfare, 
loss of land, and the loss of women to sealers and others. He also had sec- 
tions on cruelty, legal status, and the effects of liquor and disease, and paid 
particular attention to the effects of confinement on Gun Carriage, Bruny, 
and Flinders Islands, which left the people “lifeless and dispirited.”°* In 
short, his account clearly classes the events in Tasmania as genocide, but he 
does not see it as state organized or as purely a matter of frontier violence. 


Separate Development: Genocide Studies 
and Australian Historiography 


While Lemkin’s work on Tasmania remained unknown, his new word 
genocide did not. The older terms extermination and extinction (extirpa- 
tion had long gone) dropped from historians’ and popular vocabulary to 
be replaced by genocide. This change in terminology had some extremely 
important consequences. Where extermination, extirpation, and extinc- 
tion placed the Tasmanian events in a long ago past, out there away from 
the present, genocide connected them to an ongoing present, to legal and 
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political as well as historical considerations. To call something “genocide” 
rather than “extermination” was somehow seen as far more serious for 
modern Australians; the questions of intent and responsibility were so 
much closer to home. 

The direct connection that “genocide” implied between the past and 
the present meant, however, that the application of the new term to Tas- 
mania operated quite differently in international scholarship and Austra- 
lian historiography. Genocide scholarship had really got under way in the 
1970s, and grew dramatically in the 1980s, almost wholly generated by 
scholars educated in the US and writing in English in the US, Canada, and 
Israel.°> Among its concerns were the uniqueness of the Holocaust, whether 
the killing of political groupings could be included in the definition of geno- 
cide even though the UN Convention excluded them, and the role of the 
state and planning in defining genocide. Most scholars in the field wanted 
to widen the definition from that accepted by the UN to include political 
groups, but also narrow it by defining genocide as necessarily through mass 
murder conducted and managed by the state.°® On the basis of very limited 
knowledge of Tasmanian history, and interpreting the Black Line and the 
removal to Flinders Island as an example of a state-led and planned desire 
to destroy a whole people, these scholars took the view that Tasmania con- 
stituted a clear case of genocide.>’ 

Furthermore, the idea of Tasmanian genocide spread far beyond the 
work of specialist genocide scholars, and appears also in a wide range of 
international scholarly and popular work.*® The long-standing story of the 
Black Line, the removal to Flinders Island, and the (supposed) extinction of 
the Tasmanians, built from a multitude of sources of which Bonwick was 
possibly the most important, was now redefined as “genocide.” Perhaps, 
in popular consciousness, Tasmania came to be readily accepted as a clear 
case of genocide for two reasons. First, there seems to be some slippage 
between two distinct ideas, extinction and genocide; everyone “knew” that 
Tasmania was a case of colonial extinction; therefore it seemed to follow 
it must be a case of genocide. Second, as Henry Reynolds points out, the 
central role played by government in controlling relations with Aboriginal 
people in Tasmania (in contrast to mainland Australia, where settlement 
and its destructive consequences frequently ran far beyond government 
boundaries of control) fitted in well with, and seemed to exemplify, the 
emphasis on the role of the state in much genocide theory and scholar- 
ship at the time. The extent of Aboriginal resistance to settlement, and 
attacks on the settlers, was either unknown or ignored.” In any case, the 
term “genocide” quickly replaced “extermination” and “disappearance” in 
international commentary, slipping in almost unnoticed where the former 
terms used to be. 
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In Australia itself, however, international genocide scholarship was 
little known, and local historiography went in quite a different direction. 
Although some commentators—legal, historical, and cultural—did apply 
the concept of genocide to Australian history, they did so only casually and 
in passing.°? Indeed, there was not a great deal of historical research into 
the Tasmanian events for two decades after the publication of Black War. 
Despite the 1950s and 1960s being a period of rapid growth in the writ- 
ing of Australian history, there were no new specialist monographs on the 
destruction of Tasmanian society. The general histories produced to meet 
the growth in university and other study of Australian history had even less 
Aboriginal material than their predecessors.°! As a result, Bonwick’s The 
Last of the Tasmanians and Turnbull’s Black War remained the standard 
texts on the destruction of Tasmanian Aboriginal society for many years. 

A number of historians in the 1970s and 1980s began to look at Tas- 
manian history more closely, investigating hitherto little-used archives and 
other documentary material. The most comprehensive study was by Lyn- 
dall Ryan, who completed her PhD on the history of the Aboriginal Tasma- 
nians in 1976, revised and published as a book in 1981. Using much more 
extensive archival sources than previous historians, she drew a detailed pic- 
ture that in general supported Clive Turnbull’s story of violence and disre- 
gard for human life, and of humanitarian impulses powerless to affect the 
outcome. She saw the reasons for the decline in Aboriginal population as 
a mix of the effects of direct frontier violence, loss of women “through ex- 
change with the sealers and stock-keepers,” and the conditions on Flinders 
Island.®* She explicitly discounted disease as a factor before the people’s 
relocation to Bruny and Flinders Islands, but saw it as of major importance 
under conditions of incarceration.* 

She departed from Turnbull significantly, however, in rejecting the no- 
tion of extinction. The effects of the loss of women to the sealers she saw 
as double edged; on the one hand, this loss was an important reason for 
population decline in certain bands, especially along the north coast, but 
on the other it “saved Aboriginal Tasmanian society from extinction.”® 
She emphasized that modern indigenous Tasmanians are descended from 
these unions, and traced the history of their descendants in considerable 
detail. Recognizing the permeability of racial boundaries in a way the tra- 
ditional extinction thesis did not, Ryan regarded the descendants as they 
regard themselves, as indications of the survival, against all odds, of the 
indigenous peoples of Tasmania. 

At around the same time, Noel Plomley edited and published Robin- 
son’s journals, thus adding enormously to the public availability of relevant 
records, and also wrote his own historical analyses.® He outlined the rea- 
sons for decline especially well. There are two prerequisites for living, he 
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wrote, “one an adequate food supply and the other a stable social environ- 
ment.”°° In Tasmania, the indigenous people lost both, the latter with the 
“removal of native women from the tribes to enslave them, the stealing of 
Aboriginal children, and the destruction of the family and social life of the 
tribe.”°” Though Plomley seemed unaware of Lemkin’s work, he was in fact 
applying Lemkin’s wide-ranging criteria to Tasmania and concluding that 
the circumstances there constituted the destruction of the foundations of 
life of a human group.® He did not, however, call it genocide. He seems to 
have shared the view of most historians, and indeed of most Australians, 
that “genocide” was synonymous with the “Holocaust” and therefore in- 
appropriate in discussions of Australian history.° 


Bringing Genocide Home 


If the specialist historians rejected the idea of a Tasmanian genocide, one 
significant Australian historian did not. A very thoughtful attempt to ap- 
ply the burgeoning genocide scholarship to Australia came from Tony 
Barta, in two groundbreaking articles in the mid-1980s. Barta is in fact 
an Australian expert in German history, with a good general knowledge 
of Australian colonial history. In the first article, “After the Holocaust: 
Consciousness of Genocide in Australia,” he focused on Lemkin’s defini- 
tion of genocide as no historian working in Australia had done before 
him. He drew attention to that key section of Lemkin for any discussion 
of colonialism, contending that genocide proceeds in two phases: “de- 
struction of the national pattern of the oppressed group” followed by “the 
imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor.”’° Such a definition 
clearly applied to the Australian case: as he said, “there is no dispute that 
the basic fact of Australian history is the appropriation of the continent 
by an invading people and the dispossession, with ruthless destructive- 
ness, of another.” There can also be no doubt, he continued, “about the 
disintegration of Aboriginal society, traditional culture, and religion, the 
destruction of the Aborigines’ economic existence, their languages, their 
personal security, liberty, health, and dignity.” That there was great loss 
of life cannot be doubted, and he pointed to Tasmania, Victoria, and New 
South Wales. “If ever a people has had to sustain an assault on its exis- 
tence of the kind Lemkin described it would seem to have been over the 
last two hundred years in Australia.” 

Barta then argued that the problem in seeing Australian history as an 
example of genocide was, however, that in Australia “genocide” had come 
to be understood as synonymous with the Holocaust. He commented on 
the effects: the very restricted sense of the applicability of the concept of 
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genocide means that Australians could and would continue to fail to ac- 
knowledge the shadow in their own past. “Whatever took place in our 
past, it was nothing like that,” as he put it. And if it was nothing like that, 
then it was not so bad. It cannot be called genocide. Barta insists that to 
describe Australian colonial history as genocide is not to equate it with the 
Holocaust; the Holocaust was in fact “a policy of genocide pushed to its 
ultimate extreme.”” 

Another problem with describing the Australian situation as genocide 
was, of course, the question of intention. In a second intervention three 
years later, Barta pursued this issue, developing the idea of genocidal rela- 
tions as distinct from genocidal policy.’* Returning to a distinction be- 
tween a genocidal state and genocidal society that he had started to develop 
in the first article,”> he now argued that in the Australian case the appro- 
priation of land, implicitly “a relationship of genocide,” was “fundamental 
to the type of society rather than to the type of state.”’* It was not, Barta 
wrote, a matter of ill will on either side, but rather “the objective nature of 
the relationships” between the white capitalist wool producers and black 
hunter-gatherers, a relationship of land, which constituted the genocidal 
character of colonialism in the Australian context.” 

Barta’s work gradually had some impact in Australia, though not on 
the specialist historians of Tasmania. In an article in 1994 entitled “Nation 
and MiscegeNation,” Patrick Wolfe put forward a similar case to Barta’s, 
describing settler colonialism in Australia as having a “logic of elimina- 
tion,” owing to the fact that the colonizers primarily wanted land rather 
than labor.” Raymond Evans and Bill Thorpe, experts on Aboriginal his- 
tory in Queensland, also took up some of Barta’s suggestions, proposing 
the concept of “indigenocide” as an alternative to the concept of genocide 
in relation to indigenous peoples.’’ 

In the late 1990s, political developments again had an impact on Aus- 
tralian historical scholarship, as they had done in the 1940s and again in 
the 1970s. The Human Rights Commission’s Bringing Them Home re- 
port of 1997, which reported on the history and effects of Aboriginal child 
removal in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, brought the genocide 
question to public notice. The report contended that Australian child re- 
moval practices fell within the definition of genocide used in the UN 1948 
Genocide Convention, ratified by Australia in 1949. The convention spe- 
cifically includes “forcibly transferring children of the group to another 
group” with the intention of destroying the original group in whole or in 
part. The report explained: “Genocide is not only the mass killing of a 
people. The essence of genocide is acting with the intention to destroy the 
group, not the extent to which that intention has been achieved.””* But this 
explanation fell on deaf ears. Most Australians understood genocide to 
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signify mass killing and especially the Holocaust, and were shocked and 
outraged to find child removal described as genocide. 

The Bringing Them Home report influenced discussion of genocide and 
Australia in relation not only to the stolen generations but also to frontier 
violence and the disappearance of indigenous peoples in the wake of coloni- 
zation. By 2000, there was a renewed interest in the subject among Austra- 
lian historians. A. Dirk Moses, like Barta an expert in German history, but 
as an Australian interested in the question of genocide in Australian history, 
criticized Barta’s notion of genocidal relations, arguing that one cannot do 
away with intention to this degree. Agency, he insisted, was indispensable. 
Rather, colonization as an historical process has a genocidal potential that 
is released in certain circumstances he called “genocidal moments.” The 
evidence showed, he suggested, that the term genocide is less appropriately 
applied to Tasmania (where it is usually thought most relevant) than to 
Queensland (which has rarely been discussed in this context).’? 

The following year, Henry Reynolds, in his book, An Indelible Stain? 
The Question of Genocide in Australia’s History, made a similar case. Af- 
ter outlining the definition of genocide in the UN Genocide Convention of 
1948, he assessed a number of historical events in Australia against it and 
concluded that while the Australian frontier, notably in Queensland, was 
marked by “genocidal moments,” “when settlers and police systematically 
pursued particular groups of Aborigines with the intention of destroying 
them,” colonial Tasmania did not represent one of these moments.®° There 
was no evidence, he suggested, of governmental intent to destroy a people: 
in his words, although Tasmania’s Governor Arthur “was determined to 
defeat the Aborigines and secure the permanent expropriation of their land 
... there is little evidence to suggest that he wanted to reach beyond that 
objective and destroy the Tasmanian race in whole or in part.”®! 

The gulf between international and national approaches largely re- 
mains, though the gap is closing with the appearance of at least two collec- 
tions of essays, and the publication in the Journal of Genocide Research of 
a number of articles comparing the destruction of Tasmanian society with 
indigenous genocides elsewhere, in the Americas and southern Africa.®* 
Nevertheless, despite this growing conversation, most international geno- 
cide scholars still consider the term genocide applicable to Tasmania while 
most specialist scholars on Tasmanian history still do not.® 


Conclusion: Genocide After All 


The separation of Australian from international debates and scholarship 
has had some deleterious effects for both. Genocide scholars have declared 
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Tasmania to be a case of state planning and mass killing on the basis of 
little knowledge of events, while the general avoidance of the “genocide” 
word within Australia has meant reluctance amongst specialists in Aus- 
tralian history to engage in comparative and conceptual analysis.*4 To en- 
gage in both—detailed historical analysis, and conceptual and comparative 
study—would, I suggest, lead to some new ways to conceptualize both the 
destruction of indigenous societies on the one hand and the nature of geno- 
cide on the other. 

Most historians agree that colonization meant the Tasmanians lost the 
foundations of life—food, reproductive capacity, health, and a homeland. 
They also agree that the colonizers in Britain and the colony were aware of 
populations disappearing in the Americas in the wake of colonization. Most 
agree also that from the beginning, but especially from the 1820s, when 
two very different societies were competing for land, it was clear to every- 
one that if colonization continued, the indigenous population would rapidly 
decline and could possibly disappear. To continue with colonization under 
these circumstances was, I would argue, to participate knowingly in what 
later generations came to call a genocidal process. It is a clear case of colo- 
nization without sufficient regard for the effects on the indigenous peoples 
of the removal of the foundations of life, resulting in the replacement of one 
human group by another. It is genocide.®° 

The insights of earlier scholars such as Bonwick, Turnbull, and Barta 
seem too often to have been forgotten or rejected. All three had placed 
the blame for the near destruction of the Aboriginal Tasmanians squarely 
at the hands of both the British authorities and the British settlers them- 
selves. It seems to me they were absolutely correct to do so. To seek to take 
land whatever the consequences—and these were in fact either already 
known or highly predictable from experience in North America and the 
Caribbean—is surely a genocidal project. By and large, and despite mo- 
ments of angst within British ruling elites in the 1830s in particular, the 
British authorities, and later the settler governments that replaced them, 
not only continued with land seizure and population replacement, but also 
consistently failed to take sufficiently serious measures to control settler 
land hunger and violence. Historians need to recognize fully the serious- 
ness of these colonizing decisions, both imperial and local. This is not to 
reject recognition of indigenous violence, or the importance of the loss of 
fertility as an explanation for population decline, or the fact of the sur- 
vival and political claims of the current descendants. It is to say that if we 
understand genocide to include the taking of actions that are known to be 
likely to lead to the destruction of an entire people, then the colonization 
of Tasmania must surely be included. 
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At the same time; international genocide and colonization scholarship 
needs to exercise greater care. Generalizations have been made about Tas- 
manian history with little recourse to the detailed Australian studies that 
demonstrate that it is not a clear and sustained case of state planning or 
of mass killing, but rather of land seizure undertaken without sufficient 
regard for the indigenous peoples of the island, characterized by a fairly 
short period of violent conflict between settlers and indigenous peoples for 
the land. It was a colonization attended by a wide range of governmental 
policies, including futile attempts, too little and too late, to protect the in- 
digenous people from settler attack and from the effects of the loss of the 
necessaries of life itself. 

It is time for a more robust exchange between genocide and Tasmanian 
historical scholarship if we are to understand better just what did happen 
in Tasmania in the first half of the nineteenth century, how best to concep- 
tualize it, and how to consider what that historical knowledge might mean 
for us now, morally and intellectually, in the present. 
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— Chapter 11 - 


‘THE ABORIGINES .. . WERE NEVER 
ANNIHILATED, AND STILL THEY ARE 
BECOMING EXTINCT” 


Settler Imperialism and Genocide in 
Nineteenth-century America and Australia 


Norbert Finzsch 


Conceptualization 


Genocides in modern history tend to be perceived as chronologically lim- 
ited occurrences that punctuate time, rather than as repetitive and endur- 
ing processes. They paradigmatically culminate in historical events like 
the holocaust of 1941-1945 or the mass killings of Armenians in Turkey 
between 1915 and 1918, which have a plot and are narratable in a succes- 
sive manner.’ Although it is intuitive to perceive genocides in this way, it 
fails to grasp the implications of far-reaching policies and practices that 
operate below the threshold of public perception and political debate, but 
that may be no less genocidal than spectacular eruptions of focused and 
intense violence.’ In this chapter, I focus on one enduring development of 
this type, namely, “settler imperialism.”* This variety of imperialism is the 
rhizomatic expansion of settler colonies and settler states, directed against 
“exterior” indigenous populations, achieved in the context of a democratic 
and egalitarian society of white, predominantly Protestant Anglo-Saxon 
settlers organized in farms and family households. I argue that settler im- 
perialism is inherently genocidal, since “an invading group quite literally 
supplants the indigenous population on its own landbase.” It is a variety of 
imperialism that is not based on the towering role of capitalist industrial- 
ism, but rests on a Jink between agrarian home production on the frontier 
and rentier capitalism in the cities. In this respect, settler imperialism has 
no periphery and no core, since the capital-owning elites in the cities and 
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the social actors on the frontier form one complex interactive community.° 
Long-term genocidal tendencies in connection with settler imperialism 
come into play when agrarian home production and/or demographic fac- 
tors demand the rapid expansion of settled surfaces. This expansionism is 
ideal—typically achieved by intrusion into the land of first nations. 

The taking possession of the land (“Landnahme,” according to Carl 
Schmitt) did not necessarily result in open mass killings of first nations.’ 
Rather than single and singular events, settler imperialism entails a series 
of repetitions of the same (or different) occurrences:® settlers transgress 
the border between colonial and indigenous territories by staking claims, 
squatting the ground, erecting fences, tilling the soil, clearing the land, and 
starting to cultivate the ground in an European fashion.’ Forms of settle- 
ment made visible through enclosures, fences, or ploughing represent both 
aspects of the taking of the land: they were at the same time symbolic and 
factual.!° After a certain period, indigenous populations would organize 
resistance, often in the form of burning crops, stealing provisions, killing 
animals, and attacking settlers.’! After a period of low-intensity warfare, 
bands of settlers, militia corps, mounted police, or the regular army would 
undertake punitive actions.!* Indigenous populations would be vanquished, 
dispersed, or forced to retreat into the hinterland. 

In the American variety of settler imperialism, the indigenes would 
sign treaties with the government, thereby relinquishing tribal lands and 
being relocated further inland.’ In every instance of treaties made between 
1783 and 1850, these contracts stipulated the loss of land to white settlers 
or the explicit acknowledgment of American supremacy.'* Between 1800 
and 1860, for instance, federal land agents sold off more than 600.000 
square kilometers (roughly 158 million acres, almost the size of Texas 
or the Ukraine).!? Between 1823 and 1871, the United States addition- 
ally granted land to railroad corporations, canal companies, and the like 
570.000 square kilometers (roughly 140 million acres).’° The indigenous 
land loss did not stop here: between 1802 and 1866, the federal government 
also granted land to the individual states to the amount of 480.000 square 
kilometers (118 million acres). The combined losses of Native American 
lands between 1800 and 1875 amount to 1.6 million square kilometers 
(400 million acres). This figure does not include loss through squatting or 
erosion by illegal logging. 

Australia, like the US, was a settler society. This fact implies the inti- 
mate link between two narratives, settlement and genocide.'’ As early as 
the 1790s, in the Hawkesbury River area 80 kilometers northwest of Syd- 
ney (settled in 1788), 400 British settlers occupied both banks of the river, 
thus preventing Aboriginal access to water and food sources. Hostilities 
erupted and the settlers took matters into their own hands, since troops 
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were not in place. This pattern of conflict persisted during the next century. 
All over Australia, the desire for land exceeded the means of state control. 
Where British and colonial London authorities wanted an orderly proce- 
dure in which the welfare of the Aborigines would be protected, settlers 
just proceeded into the interior to pick the land they wanted. If troops were 
called in, they predictably sided with the settlers.’* As in the United States, 
surveyors measured the land and land agents threw it open for preemption, 
speculation, or general settlement by other settlers. !? 

The reason why this process is best captured by the concept of settler 
imperialism rather than settler colonialism is that it could only be imple- 
mented in conjunction with “gentlemanly” elites in the cities on the eastern 
seaboard.*® Those sequestering the land are thus not just the settlers and 
squatters on the frontier, but also the state and the financiers who acquired 
land in order to sell it off to land-hungry farmers or plantation owners.”! 
Settler imperialism also highlights that the process is not limited tothe co- 
lonial phase of a settler society. The United States after 1783 was no longer 
a settler colony, but a nation-state, and territorial expansion was intrinsic 
to the idea of American sovereignty.” 


Previous Definitions 


The term “settler imperialism” has a short history, although the phenom- 
enon it denotes is at least three hundred years old.*? The concept was first 
developed by Carl Degler, who coined the term “agrarian imperialism” 
in referring to American hunger for land that resulted in the acquisition 
of new vast areas during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.** In a 
similar vein, the historian Stig Forster has suggested that historians study 
the effects of settler imperialism on American history before the advent 
of modern imperialism.”> It was Karl Marx, however, who initiated this 
intellectual tradition. Using the concept avant la lettre, Marx described 
settler imperialism as the result of the division of labor and the externaliza- 
tion of parts of the agrarian production into the colonies.’® Following in 
his footsteps, the English economic historians P.J. Cain and A.J. Hopkins 
developed a theory of settler imperialism in the British Empire in which 
gentlemanly rentiers dominated the empire, while a dependent and col- 
laborating elite ran the dominions.’’ They perceive British history during 
the early part of the nineteenth century as characterized by a decline of 
aristocratic influence. Power and prestige passed on to a new “gentlemanly 
class” arising from the nonindustrial service sector of British capitalism. 
At its center was the City of London, and by the mid-Victorian period 
the gentlemanly class increasingly obtained control of the global economy 
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rather than a colonial one. The landed gentry could alleviate its decline 
only by reaching an adjustment with this new gentlemanly class. The pub- 
lic schools and an “Oxbridge” education gave ideological cohesion to this 
new, synthetic ruling elite. The most senior British officials, at home or 
abroad, were drawn largely from its ranks. This elite invested to sustain 
its “gentlemanly life-style,” distanced itself from the productive activities 
of manufacturing and industry, and became the financiers of British and 
overseas governments. 

Cain’s and Hopkins’ class distinction highlights the domestic social 
formation necessary for the spread of British capital. Settler imperialism 
was not kept alive by investment of rentier capitalists in Overseas posses- 
sions alone, however. It had to find agents in the colonies and dependent 
territories in order to function. As much as the assumption of a gentle- 
manly class helps to understand the machinery of British or American 
settler imperialism at home, it conceals its workings at the fringes of co- 
lonial possessions. Settler imperialism, therefore, is defined not only by 
the economic and political control of territorial expansion within the me- 
tropolises. It requires the existence of a class of landless or land-hungry 
farmers, plantation owners, and surveyors whose concern is to increase 
the area under their control and to drive the indigenous populations off 
the land that they possess. 


Comparison 


To exemplify my points, I will consider the United States during its late 
colonial and early national periods until 1860 and Australia after its devel- 
Opment into a halfway independent colony in the mid-nineteenth century.” 
I compare American and Australian settler imperialism asynchronously, 
1.e€., aS events that were not synchronized in time, because both societies 
were marked by substantial expansion of white settlers into the hinterland 
owned by indigenous populations in different time frames.’? For example, 
the Australian family farm became the typical unit in rural settlement, 
ensuring (at least after the land acts of the 1860s and 1870s) a reasonably 
wide distribution of land ownership. This is similar to the pattern of public 
land disposal observed in the United States and Canada. The long-run eco- 
nomic consequences were probably momentous—inf]uencing not just the 
distribution of wealth but the concentration of political power, the timing 
of the widening of the political franchise, investment in public education, 
immigration policy, and even the evolution of financial market institutions. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the comparison undertaken in this 
study is not only asynchronic, but also asymmetric. For reasons of space 
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and concentration, I refer to the Australian example only in order to com- 
ment on the American event horizon.°° 


Land Policies, Surveying, and Elites 


A direct comparison between America and Australia is promising because 
differences abound despite similarities. While in Australia the British Em- 
pire maintained its nominal political control over the Australian colonies 
into the 1850s, in the American case London lost political power after 
the American Revolution, an event that put political power in the hands 
of American agrarian elites and merchant capitalists. Whereas in North 
America, the new nation-state served as a means to reinforce the settlers’ 
thrust into the outback through aggressive nationalism and an ideology 
of republican agrarianism, in Australia the colonial authorities were not 
always open to a policy of unconstrained expansion of the settlers. They 
feared the eruption of open violence and they were not pressured by local 
voters in regular national and state elections.°! 

The almost complete control by the Imperial Crown affected land poli- 
cies in Australia. In New South Wales (NSW), for instance, after 1788 and 
before the establishment of the Department of Land in 1856, Crown land 
was disposed of in the following manner: due to the principle of res (or 
terra) nullius, all land was vested in the Crown. The entire responsibility for 
land policy rested with the residing governor under direction from the Brit- 
ish Parliament. In that time, NSW almost could be classed as a department 
under the Imperial government. The governor was the supreme authority in 
the colony, equipped with almost autocratic powers. Voter pressure did not 
exist in this period of Australian history. All correspondence of an impor- 
tant nature that required decision and/or action on the part of the governor 
was addressed to the colonial secretary. Matters of minor importance or 
mere detail were directed to the relevant offices. 

Considering the similarities in the US and Australia, it is noteworthy 
that in the United States, land policies were a matter of the federal state, 
which was in control of the public domain. The Land Ordinance of 1785 
had created simple procedures for the acquisition and distribution of public 
lands. It remained the model for the distribution of land taken from Na- 
tive Americans for over one hundred years, until the Indian Territory was 
divided up in 1889: After Indians ceded title to their lands to the federal 
government, surveyors would mark the land off into giant squares six miles 
on a side and then subdivide them into sections of one square mile.** Each 
section, in turn, would contain four quarter-sections of 160 acres each. The 
government would then sell this land at public auction. Any unsold land 
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after the auction could be bought at the land office at a minimum price of 
$2.00 an acre.*? After 1799, voices were frequently raised in Congress, de- 
manding open lands in the interest of the frontier people.** It is important 
to note that this happened after the second stage of territorial government 
was inaugurated in the Northwest Territory, the vast region between the 
Ohio River in the south and the Mississippi in the west. 

William Henry Harrison, like George Washington before him, repre- 
sents the connection between “gentlemanly elites” in the east and settler 
desires at the frontier. In 1799, he served as secretary of the Northwest 
Territory, having previously fought with “Mad” Anthony Wayne as aide- 
de-camp. Wayne was notorious as the Indian-fighting general who opened 
the west for white settlement in the Battle of Fallen Timbers in 1794 and 
the subsequent Treaty of Greenville in 1795, in which the Northwest Indian 
Confederacy ceded about three-quarters of what was to become the state 
of Ohio. The next fifteen years after the Treaty of Greenville were a tough 
period for the Indians of the northwest. Although the treaty had apparently 
established limits between Indian and white lands in Ohio and Indiana, 
these lines of demarcation were constantly violated by trappers and set- 
tlers. In order to encroach upon additional farmlands, American squatters 
crossed the treaty lines to clear ground and build cabins in areas that had 
been guaranteed to the Native Americans. Trappers from Kentucky ranged 
as far north as the Wabash and Illinois, and in 1801 even William Henry 
Harrison admitted that: 


The people of Kentucky ... make a constant practice of crossing over the Indi- 
ans lands opposite to them every fall to kill deer, bear, and buffalo—the latter 
from being in great abundance a few years ago is now scarcely to be met with. 
One white hunter will destroy more game than five of the common Indians—the 
latter generally contenting himself with a sufficiency for present subsistence— 
while the other eager after game hunt for the skin of the animal alone.?3 


In addition, the ledgers of Indian traders in the regionprove the decline of the 
pelt trade. Shawnee and Miami trappers still ran their trap lines, but without 
much success. Once an independent people, the Native Americans now faced 
scarcity. They no longer had sufficient foodstuff and they could not afford to 
purchase those trade items on which they depended for survival.*° 

Now, after his resignation from the Army, Harrison pushed through a 
policy that would enable the settler to purchase land on which to live and 
earn his livelihood.°’ In addition, the settlers would have preferred land 
offices close to the land that was to be sold, but often the land that the 
pioneers wished to purchase was several days’ journey from Cincinnati and 
Pittsburgh, the only places such business could be conducted. This required 
a long and expensive trip to see the land and select a tract, another long 
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journey to reach the land office where the auction was to be held, and the 
return journeys. Albert Gallatin once more advocated land for the home- 
maker and aided Harrison in securing passage of a bill favorable to the set- 
tlers. The resultant land law of 1800, sometimes called the “Harrison Land 
Law,” contained all of the above points: (1) a man could purchase as little 
as a half-section instead of 610 acres; (2) three additional land offices were 
established in the vicinity of the tracts to be sold; and (3) a liberal system of 
credit was set up. Under the credit stipulations, payment was spread over a 
period of four years at a six percent rate of interest. 

As in the United States, in Australia the central executive attempted to 
control land policy. But the picture was'a little more complicated, since in 
Australia both the Imperial government and the various colonial legisla- 
tures tried to direct the pace and character of settlement expansion by vari- 
ous modes of land disposal. Bureaucratic decision making had to compete 
with a large estate, the boundaries of which changed considerably over 
time. Between 1788 and 1850, divisions or departments did not separate 
public business. Many branches of the public sector were involved in sell- 
ing, leasing, and granting Crown land. Much of the work was routine and 
many tasks were duplicated. Delays stemming from confusion over respon- 
sibilities saw land administration fall further and further into arrears. 

Sweeping changes regarding the disposal of Crown land were first 
made under Governor Richard Bourke. The Land Board was abolished in 
1831.°3 The government opened land reserves for sale and reduced the in- 
adequate Survey Department. This change marked the shift from a mere 
convict colony to a settler colony. The governor was ordered to discontinue 
the practice of giving land instead of pensions or as rewards for services.>” 
In January 1831, the practice of land grants was discontinued altogether 
and was substituted by the Goderich Regulations, which stated that land 
had to be sold off at public auction. By 1837, the sale of Crown lands by 
auction with a minimum price of Ss. per acre was firmly put into practice.*° 
Further changes occurred when the land policy was again modified in 1840 
through the division of New South Wales into three districts, the northern, 
middle, and southern. Land auctions were restricted to the older settled 
areas, where much of the land was already alienated. In the outer areas, a 
fixed price for all land was arranged for. In 1841, the Imperial Parliament 
passed an act for “Regulation of Sale of Waste Lands in the Australian 
Colonies.” Its main provision was that the control of land was transferred 
from the Queen to the House of Commons.*! 

Only after Australian self-rule was initiated and Australian vot- 
ers gained partial control over their administration can one productively 
compare the land policy in Australia with the United States. In 1850, the 
Australian Colonies Government Act of the Imperial Parliament not only 
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separated the southeastern Australian district of Port Phillip from New 
South Wales and established it as the colony of Victoria, but also gave au- 
thority to the Legislative Council to prepare a democratic constitution for 
the colonies.** In 1852, the governor handed over the control of land policy 
and revenue to the Legislative Council. Moreover, the problems confront- 
ing the early land administrators in the mid-1800s were rendered more 
complex by the effects of the gold rush in central NSW, which began in 
1851.*° Prior to 1856, land disposal and settlement in NSW were charac- 
terized by the desire of the colonial government to recreate the colony in 
line with the social and economic system of land use in England and the at- 
tempts of the home government to restrain the spread of settlement despite 
the development of a widespread desire for land.** 

After the opening of Australia to public settlement in 1816, the ideal 
of establishing yeoman farmers dominated the public discourse, although 
the number of farms established was not impressive. In the early 1850s, a 
concerted effort was made by the old, wool-rich rural elite—the “squattoc- 
racy”—to fashion the new constitution in a way that would allow for a heri- 
table upper chamber to curb the democratic extremes of the more popular 
lower house. This ambition failed because of the British determination to 
move to the kind of institutional arrangements already emerging in Canada.” 
With the 1855 act of the Imperial Parliament, a responsible government was 
granted to the colony of NSW. That act transferred the entire management 
and control of “wastelands” belonging to the Crown to the colonial legisla- 
ture. The establishment of responsible government in NSW represented a sig- 
nificant departure from the previous administrative framework for decision 
making and policy making with regard to Crown land. The outcome and 
impact of this new legislation and policy influenced land settlement patterns 
for many decades of this early period in Australian settlement. 

In North America, British colonial authorities tried to minimize the 
process of Landnahme by setting up the Proclamation Line of 1763. They 
had learned the hard way that intensive wars against Native Americans 
during the period 1755 to 1765 were expensive. In Australia, colonial au- 
thorities also tried to limit the amount of land that was taken from the Ab- 
origines. In bothcases, the half-hearted attempts of the governments failed, 
in North America because of the Revolution, in Australia because of the 
advent of responsible government in the separate colonies after 1850. 


Genocidal Effects of Settler Imperialism 


Settlers simply took matters in their own hands and squatted on land owned 
by indigenous peoples, using both soft methods (clearing the woods, driving 
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away the animals hunted by Native Americans) and hard methods (poison- 
ing of water resources, tactics of guerrilla warfare) that would prove fatal to 
the indigenous populations. Settler imperialism may hence be described as 
a process of constant deterritorialization and reterritorialization, a process 
that is genocidal in itself, according to Raphael Lemkin’s wide definition.*¢ 
In order to analyze settler imperialism, therefore, it is not sufficient to only 
regard the economic interest of landless farmers as a driving force, but also 
to understand the discourses and rationales for practices that put settler 
imperialism in motion. Indigenous populations had to be externalized and 
exterminated as lawful owners of the land. Before scientific racism (around 
1860), other discourses served as justifications for this policy of expulsion. 
The primitivist discourse, for instance, a “visual ideology,” linked the (white 
male) gaze with concepts of culture and serves thus as a means of assign- 
ing indigenous culture a low evolutionary stage without having to refer to 
biological racism.*’ 

One can conceive of settler colonies as “deterritorialized states” con- 
stituted by shared economic and political interests between citizens who 
have settled abroad and “those who control a state apparatus in the home 
country.”*? The taking of the land consisted of the deterritorialization of 
indigenous lands and their subsequent reterritorialization within new po- 
litical borders. Ownership of land was the symbolic as well as effective 
condition for subsequent political expansion in the form of national ter- 
ritories/new states. Forms of settlement made visible through enclosures, 
fences, or ploughing represent both aspects of the taking of the land: they 
are at the same time symbolic and factual.*? Settlers, as the embodiment of 
bio-power, are not defined as being beyond or within a border, but settlers 
are the frontier, the border in its advancing and expanding dynamism. As 
A. Dirk Moses has argued in a seminal article, processes of territorial- 
ization and deterritorialization such as expropriation and ethnic cleansing 
tended to result in “genocidal moments” whenever indigenes resisted these 
processes. The genocidal moment of colonization passed when the indig- 
enous populations were either wiped out or submitted to the new order.°° 

A second step, however, is required in order to transform the factual 
frontier into an internationally accepted border. Land occupation by a 
colonizing power or by settlers differs from the colonization by trading 
companies or merchants who want to control trading and merchant routes. 
Both states and settlers are interested in the control of the land itself. If 
there happened to be powers competing for the control of the land, it was 
likely that either settlers or states declared their territory to be terra nul- 
lius retroactively.°! This is not the same thing as turning the indigenous 
populations into homines sacri, but it means denying them the capacity to 
be citizens of a sovereign state.** Terrae nullius, territories without original 


262 Norbert Finzsch 





owners, have no borders because there is no state or sovereign who defines 
and defends their borders. International conflicts about colonization there- 
fore were only conceivable among colonial powers, but not between in- 
digenous inhabitants and settlers.°> Hence the settler’s real enemy was the 
indigene. The indigenous enemy had to be de-located (“entortet”), which 
could be achieved through discourses that declare the first nations to be 
nomads. This was usually the first step, followed by a consecutive extinc- 
tion or assimilation within the occupying settler society. Reservations and 
homelands therefore were less relocations than exclusions within a space 
that has been occupied by settlers: Those areas guaranteed the cultural and 
corporeal vanishing of the indigenous within the settled space, limiting 
indigenous culture to the enclaves. 

By moving beyond the line and exposing himself to skirmishes and 
colonial warfare with first nations, the settler became the instrument that 
turned raw facts into legal titles and gave himself a place by de-localizing 
his enemy, the original owners of the land. This process was by no means 
an unconscious function of the search for free land, but was a conscious 
strategy invented and implemented by the gentlemanly elite.°* Outright 
wars against the Native Americans (and against the first peoples of Aus- 
tralia, one might add), proved too expensive and inefficient. A cheaper 
and more effective policy was the territorialization of land and its sale 
to large numbers of white settlers, a measure that would render it eco- 
logically useless for the Indians. They would then sell or cede it for a low 
price. The next step would be the controlled shift of the now open border 
toward the west. 

The gentlemanly elite, however, was not the exclusive agent in the hunt 
for land: pressure for open land also came from within the settler society. 
Settler imperialism is grounded in the structure of farm households as they 


developed in the United States after 1800: “Farm households ... were in- 
come-pooling units of production that had to sustain themselves, and hus- 
bands and wives had to cooperate in the productive enterprises ... of the 


farm.”°* According to econometrician Guillaume Vandenbroucke, endog- 
enous fertility, investment in land, and migration controlled the westward 
movement. Population growth in the US during the nineteenth century was 
characterized by high rates of natural increase as well as high rates of na- 
tional and international migration. The total fertility rate for white women 
in the United States reached an all-time high between 1800 and 1850.°’ The 
same is true for Australia between 1845 and 1870.°® Both the migration 
and the fertility decisions are linked to Jand accumulation in the western 
part of the country. 

American inheritance laws and the abolition of the primogeniture sys- 
tem mandated an equal provision of Jand among the children, including the 
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daughters.°’ This fact led to an exponential increase of land needed for the 
next generation. If no land could be bequeathed to the children, landless 
children of farmers had to either work as tenant or agricultural workers or 
to move on to the west, where cheap land could be had.°? This mechanism 
constituted by no means an economic necessity, nor was there an Ameri- 
can lebensraum discussion because of “overcrowding.”®! Hunger for land 
was rather a culturally engrained phenomenon. Many farmers bought or 
acquired additional lands, because it gave them a greater sense of indepen- 
dence in times of economic crises. This attitude was most popular among 
immigrants who had experienced the European crises of the early nine- 
teenth century. Nevertheless, even American-born farmers kept unculti- 
vated land in reserve. Some used it for speculation, some set it aside in order 
to provide for their heirs, and others kept it in order to be able to extend 
the cultivated area at any moment.® Population density was low. Around 
1820, when American settlers started to move to what was then the “West” 
(Louisiana, Mississippi, and Illinois), population density in Georgia was 
lower than two people per square mile. Huge tracts within Pennsylvania 
were completely unsettled. In 1840, when Americans started to stretch out 
toward Texas and Mexico, large parts of the former west (central Illinois, 
western Georgia, the later West Virginia) had not evolved beyond the phase 
of the frontier.®’ Settler imperialism was characterized by seminomadism, 
triggered by “excessive individualism. Inability to adapt one’s self and one’s 
ideas to the prevailing order of things in any community has made many a 
‘chronic pioneer,’ who has emigrated at short intervals from one settlement 
to another, until old age has overtaken him.” 

This seminomadism, however, was closely linked to a capitalist mar- 
ket. Land speculation necessarily included a dependence on capitalist mar- 
kets. Surplus land could be sold with a handsome profit before any sons or 
daughters reached an age during which marriage seemed imminent, thus 
enabling farmers to give daughters a dowry and sons a tract of land. This 
practice often constituted the only way of providing children with an inher- 
itance. The social costs of this kind of transitory existence were enormous. 
Land had to be made accessible in rising quantity if the system was sup- 
posed to be fail-safe. Growing population figures meant more land at the 
frontier had to be preempted, squatted, settled, and eventually cultivated. 
Whereas population density differed widely depending on location and 
quality of available land, pressure to open western lands for settlement was 
greatest between the relative peak of population in relation to arable land 
(1810) and the opening of the western domain after 1830. This pressure 
coincides with the creation of a land office, which administered the public 
domain, and the subsequent forceful relocation of Native Americans in the 
“unsettled” west.® During the 1830s, the Amerindian groups of the east 
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had been relocated in the trans-Mississippi west, losing about 35 percent of 
their population in the process of removal.® 

Even before the introduction of preemption rights (1830), the federal 
administration, as well as individual states of the Union, pursued a very 
active policy of land cessions from the Native Americans. Since the United 
States accepted ownership of land by Indians and did not treat Indian lands 
as terra nullius, treaties had to be concluded, which resulted in the sale of 
huge tracts of land by Native Americans.°” 

This detail marks an important difference with the Australian pol- 
icy.’ In North America, common law acknowledged Indians’ land rights, 
which were based on possession and occupation of the land rather than 
founded on a grant from the Crown. This title constituted a burden on 
the underlying title of the Crown, although it did not derive from the 
Crown.” In the American context, discovery did not constitute a legal 
title that had to be achieved through the legal purchase or cession, con- 
cluded in a treaty between nations.”° After the Supreme Court decisions 
Johnson v. M’intosh (1823) and Worcester v. Georgia (1832), it was stan- 
dard legal procedure that First Nations retained possession of their lands 
following discovery and, moreover, that such possession did not amount 
to site-specific activities such as hunting and fishing but included the right 
to utilize their traditional lands according to their own discretion and 
needs.” Chief Justice Marshall reasoned that the Original inhabitants of 
North America “were admitted to be the rightful occupants of the soil, 
with a legal as well as just claim to retain possession of it and to use it ac- 
cording to their own discretion.””? Despite differences within the Ameri- 
can and Australian legal frameworks, therefore, it would be worthwhile 
to further investigate the connection between family structures of yeoman 
farms, population growth, and inheritance patterns in both the United 
States’ and Australia’s settler societies. This comparative work, however, 
remains to be done in the future. 


Conclusion 


Settler imperialisms may differ in legal foundations and chronological se- 
quence, depending on the period of state formation. Their common de- 
nominators are the rapid influx of land-hungry settlers into areas inhabited 
by indigenous populations, the taking of the land as a legal result of in- 
digenous cessions (United States), or the application of the theory of terra 
nullius (Australia). These settlement processes are achieved through the 
active involvement of the gentlemanly class that is exposed to political pres- 
sure by the settlers and profit directly, both economically as landowners 
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and surveyors and politically. Indigenous populations are exposed to and 
affected by Landnahme in different ways, ecologically and economically, 
resulting in loss of land, forced dislocation and low-intensity warfare, often 
disguised as “border skirmishes.” These long-lasting processes were less 
visible, but just as deadly as large-scale massacres and genocides. 
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NAVIGATING THE CULTURAL ENCOUNTER 


Blackfoot Religious Resistance in Canada 
(c. 1870-1930) 


Blanca Tovias 


Introduction 


he Blackfoot Confederacy comprised an alliance of of three First Na- 

tions, that occupied both sides of the future Canadian-US border zone 
and shared a common language and culture.' Dominating a vast territory 
with their combined strength and their adoption of the horse and firearms 
in the first half of the eighteenth century, the Blackfoot, like other Native 
peoples of the Great Plains, relied on the buffalo for their survival. Each 
summer, “when the saskatoons were ripe in the thickets along the river,” 
the bands of each tribe camped together, hunted buffalo, and prepared for 
the most important ceremony of their calendar year, the Sun Dance.’ Ef- 
forts by missionaries and bureaucrats to eradicate this ceremony, seen as an 
obstacle to “civilization,” began inthe late 1870s and early 1880s, once the 
Blackfoot settled into reserves. 

The incorporation of the Northwest Territories into the Dominion of 
Canada in 1870 marked the end of an era for the Blackfoot; the signing of 
Treaty Seven in 1877 turned them into wards of the state, subject to the 
provisions of the Indian Act.’ It was quickly followed by the destruction 
of the buffalo herds. Without the buffalo to provide sustenance and tradi- 
tional materials, the Blackfoot became dependent on government rations 
to avoid starvation. Assimilation into European life-ways accelerated.‘ 
Having remained hitherto free from interference in their cultural practices, 
they now faced legislation that proscribed features of their religious praxis 
deemed unacceptable to bureaucrats and missionaries. 

The authorities targeted the Sun Dance. While it was not proscribed 
per se, they enforced regulations against acts of [self-]torture and the giving 
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away of wealth that took place during its celebration. These efforts aimed to 
undermine not only the Sun Dance practice, but also Blackfoot cultural re- 
production generally in order to pave the way for their “civilization,” which 
non-Native Canadians understood as the disappearance of the Blackfoot as 
a distinct people by their gradual absorption in the broader population. 

Such an ambition raises the question of “cultural genocide.” Although 
omitted from the final draft of the UN Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide in 1948, the concept of genocide 
as formulated by its inventor, Raphael Lemkin, includes nonlethal “tech- 
niques of destruction” that attack the “essential foundations of life of na- 
tional groups,” such as attacks on political self-government, language use, 
and morality.» As John Docker makes clear in his chapter in this volume, 
Lemkin never relinquished his belief in the conceptual efficacy of cultural 
genocide. But did he include nonviolent assimilation policies as falling 
within the rubric of this concept? Lemkin himself distinguished between 
the adaptation that occurs with the coexistence of different cultures and 
the desecration of culture that usually attends a violent occupation by a 
foreign power. Cultural genocide, Lemkin wrote, “must not be confused 
with the gradual changes a culture may undergo,” occurring “by means of 
the continuous and slow adaptation of the culture to new situations.” Here 
Lemkin appears to have meant the hybridity that attends adaptation to 
“outside influences” and the “assimilation of certain foreign culture traits.” 
In other words, he continues, “the gradual disintegration of culture ... 
through the cultural exhaustion of various societies” is not genocidal. But 
“surgical operations on cultures and deliberate assassination of civiliza- 
tions” are genocidal.® 

In order to see whether the Blackfoot case constitutes cultural geno- 
cide, this chapter focuses on the changing environment and the pressures 
inherent in the colonization of Blackfoot territory during the transition to 
life on the reserves. The analysis commences with the signing of Treaty 
Seven: it sketches the background to the legislation proscribing the Sun 
Dance, the extent of efforts to implement it, and the responses, or reper- 
toire of contention they elicited. 


“Civilizing” the Blackfoot 


Official attempts to curtail or even eradicate the Sun Dance formed part 
of a matrix of legislation, bureaucratic programs, and pejorative attitudes 
and discourses that were deployed by European colonizers throughout the 
Americas. Their efforts sought the ultimate “disappearance of the Indian” 
not by physical extermination, but by eradicating their culture. In the 
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Northwest Territories during the late nineteenth century, government policy 
aimed at educating the younger generations to reject their own culture “so 
that, as the older Indians in the course of nature disappear, the task of civi- 
lizing becomes more easy.”’ Thus “nature,” not human agency, was posited 
as the mediating force for vanquishing Canadian First Nations’ cultures.° 
The discourse of a “vanishing race” gained momentum in the late 1800s 
and fueled a flurry of “salvage ethnologies” that sought to capture its dying 
moments.’ Shifting the blame to nature allowed the colonizers to ignore the 
destructive effects their own actions imposed on the colonized. 

The relationship between the Blackfoot and the Dominion Govern- 
ment was cemented in Treaty Seven, signed by the “Blackfeet, Blood, Pie- 
gans,” their old allies the “Sarcees,” and their traditional foes, the Stoneys, 
on 27 September 1877. Between 1871 and 1876, Treaties One to Six were 
signed by other Northwest First Nations. These treaties were calculated 
to avoid costly wars such as those then taking place in the US. They fol- 
lowed an established British pattern of providing annuities, land reserves, 
and other benefits in return for land surrender.'° The Blackfoot had twice 
requested a treaty, whose guarantees their traditional Cree enemies had 
already secured. Increasing encroachment by settlers on Blackfoot territory 
since the arrival of the North-West Mounted Police (hereafter NWMP) in 
1874, and the alarming reduction of buffalo herds, fueled their desire to 
secure similar guarantees.” 

The Blackfoot were allocated reserves at the time of treaty signing, but 
the end of their nomadic life-ways began in 1879 when the large herds of 
buffalo that hitherto had provided their sustenance had been slaughtered to 
near extinction. While the Blackfoot had been major suppliers of provisions 
for the fur traders in the mid-1800s,'? they now became reliant for survival 
on government-issued rations of beef and flour.’ As per treaty terms, the 
Dominion provided them with the rudiments to become farmers within the 
confines of their reserves, where, under the tutelage of government instruc- 
tors and Indian Agents, agriculture and cattle farming were gradually ad- 
opted by a number of Blackfoot; those who refused remained dependent on 
rations.'* In 1879, Canadian officials provided rations and ammunition to 
able-bodied Blackfoot, and encouraged them to cross the southern border 
to follow the dwindling buffalo herds. Some of them remained in Montana 
and returned destitute after two years. Urgent relief was given to those who 
remained in the reserve. 

This was the beginning of a radically different existence. Henceforth, 
their erstwhile autonomous life-ways became subject to regulation by the 
Canadian Indian Act. Reliance on rations gave the government leverage to 
press for the Blackfoot to abandon their cultural and religious practices and 
to adopt those of the colonizers. This new imperative was often presented 


274 Blanca Tovias 





as beneficial to First Nations, but the security of settlers and their property 
was also a powerful motive. At no point was a discourse of physical exter- 
mination linked to this imperative in the extant documentation. Soon after 
the arrival of the NWMP in 1874, Blackfoot traditions such as warring and 
raiding began to decline, partly through police efforts, but also because 
the common poverty of the tribes after the disappearance of the buffalo 
made them forget their old enmities.!’ Across the southern border, which 
artificially divided the Blackfoot divisions, the Piegan had signed the Judith 
Treaty in 1855, although a reservation was not set aside for them until 1874. 
It was the culmination of several years of violence between the Piegan and 
settlers in Montana that in January 1870 led to the massacre of 173 mem- 
bers of Chief Heavy Runner’s peaceful band, badly affected at the time by 
a smallpox epidemic, including fifty children under twelve years of age, and 
ninety women. This massacre, perpetrated by troops under Brevet Colonel 
Eugene M. Baker, needs to be placed under the lens of physical genocide, 
especially within the broader context of colonization in the US. There was 
no follow-up to the massacre, which marked the end of Blackfoot armed 
resistance.!© The Blackfoot were never at war with the Dominion, and in 
1876 they reportedly rejected Sitting Bull’s entreaties to join him in a war to 
exterminate the “whites.”?” 

Relative peace did not prevent a contest for cultural supremacy being 
waged by church and state through evangelization and the imposition of 
“civilization,” often described as the “policy of the Bible and the plough.” 
Christianity was the foundation on which the edifice of “civilization” was 
to be erected, a goal succinctly described by a common saying: “Destroy 
the Indian to save the man.”'® While Protestant and Catholic missionaries 
had been working in the Northwest since the 1840s, some even following 
the bands during their buffalo hunts, reserve life under the aegis of the 
Indian Act provided opportunities for proselytizing more forcefully.’? To 
fulfill its treaty obligation to send teachers to educate Blackfoot children, 
the state funded the building of schools and their maintenance, while the 
church sent missionaries to inculcate Christianity and educate the younger 
generations according to normative European standards. Young Blackfoot 
were to be persuaded to embrace Christianity and reject their indigenous 
beliefs, viewed by most missionaries as a cult to the devil.*° 

Within this context, the Sun Dance, one of the most significant cere- 
monies of the peoples of the Great Plains and Prairies,*! and other indig- 
enous customs (such as the Potlatch of the Pacific coastal First Nations), were 
deemed obstacles to the “civilizing” enterprise and were consequently the 
target of proscriptive legislation. This “civilizing” project rested on the clas- 
sic discourse of progress: it was, according to the Governor of the Northwest 
Territories, Alexander Morris, “opening up to [Native Peoples] a future of 
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promise, based upon the foundations of instruction and the many other ad- 
vantages of civilized life.” 

In the Northwest Territories, the role of missionaries at the front line 
of the “civilizing” project went beyond evangelization and education of the 
young. They were, according to Protestant missionary John Maclean, “the 
standing army of the Dominion,” preparing “new districts for the advent 
of the settler.”*? Indeed, missionaries became brokers for the acceptance 
of cultural and political change by inculcating the superiority of European 
culture and the fairness of its laws. Prior to the signing of treaties, George 
McDougall, a Methodist missionary, was commissioned by the Lieutenant- 
Governor of Manitoba to persuade the Northwest First Nations to place 
their trust in the government. His son, John McDougall, also a mission- 
ary, likewise rendered services in 1874 to prepare the way for the arrival 
of the NWMP. He was on hand at the signing of Treaties Six and Seven in 
1876/77, together with Constantine Scollen, a Catholic oblate priest. Both 
had submitted reports to the government in 1876 advocating the signing of 
a treaty with the Blackfoot.** 

Notwithstanding their rhetoric of benefiting First Nations, the mis- 
sionaries were instrumental in advancing the colonizing enterprise because 
they saw it in terms of releasing indigenous inhabitants from a state of 
savagery. In practice, at least within Catholicism, this notion translated as 
the replacement of living religions with “magic formulas dear to Christi- 
anity” that were to be memorized; among others, “the Large Catechism, 
the Small Catechism, the Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the Ten 
Commandments.”*> Although professed in the most altruistic terms, their 
unambiguous belief in the superiority of Christianity was deployed in a 
manner calculated to disregard utterly the significance of ceremonies such 
as the Sun Dance, which were not merely concerned with the sacred but 
which also provided a crucial space for cultural reproduction. Ignorance of 
Blackfoot culture went hand in hand with its condemnation.*° 

The Blackfoot experience of the colonial encounter differed from that 
of neighboring First Nations. Insulated from early European influence by 
their geographical location,’’ their numerical strength and their reputation 
as fierce warriors who had dominated the Prairies still commanded respect, 
and perhaps even elicited fear from Whites obliged to negotiate with them 
face to face. At the same time, Blackfoot dominance of a vast territory 
had been greatly eroded, they had been weakened by epidemics caused by 
introduced European diseases, and the whiskey trade had further ravaged 
them.?® Nonetheless, their combined number was generally superior to that 
of other First Nations, listed as 5,050 at the time of treaty signing in 1877. 
By 1882, the reported number was 8,642, although this figure included all 
First Nations under Treaty Seven.?? 
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Significantly, the strong relationship of the Blackfoot with the NWMP 
translated into a good relationship with the Dominion. They welcomed po- 
lice eradication of the bootleggers who had fomented intratribal violence, 
causing many deaths directly attributable to alcohol consumption.°*° It is 
worth noting, in passing, that Blackfoot leaders were not averse to availing 
themselves of educational opportunities, especially reading and writing, 
for their children as a vehicle for the furtherance of Blackfoot interests, and 
indeed saw the government-sponsored education of Blackfoot children as 
a treaty right.?! 

After refusing to join Sitting Bull in a war against Whites in the 1870s, 
and later the Northwest (Riel) Rebellion in 1885, the Blackfoot were on a 
comparatively better footing in their dealings with the DIA bureaucracy 
than their Cree neighbors who had joined Riel.32 These antecedents influ- 
enced the outcomes of Blackfoot dealings with bureaucrats, missionaries, 
and the NWMP. Furthermore, their interests were represented by able lead- 
ers who also gained the respect of Whites, among them chiefs such as Red 
Crow (Kainai), revered by his people both as a statesman and as a warrior; 
Crowfoot (Siksika), a consummate diplomat with a reputation as a good 
provider for those most in need, which earned him the sobriquet of “a fa- 
ther of all his people”; and Old Sun (Siksika), who was a strong religious 
leader. It befell these leaders, and others whose names are less salient, to 
guide their followers through the difficult transition to reserve life. At this 
juncture, their overriding concern was to secure Blackfoot physical sur- 
vival, an imperative that could be divorced from cultural identity. Under 
the stress of imposed cultural transformation, the survival of a separate 
Blackfoot identity could be best ensured through the continuation of the 
Sun Dance. 


Cultural Significance of the Blackfoot Sun Dance 


The Sun Dance was emblematic of Blackfoot culture—its eradication 
would have had the direst consequences. The Sun Dance, a practice shared 
by many Plains First Nations, may have begun as late as 1700. According 
to pioneer anthropologist Clark Wissler, it was a “true tribal festival, or 
demonstration of ceremonial functions, in which practically every impor- 
tant ritual owner and organization had a place.”3* His contemporary Leslie 
Spier argued that its name, coined by Europeans, “is a misnomer since the 
dance is by no means connected solely with the sun.” The rubric elides 
the difference between what the Blackfoot call Ookaan, the central sacred 
rite (lasting only four days), and the broader social aspects of the coming 
together of the bands, which the Blackfoot called Ako-katssinn (the time 
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of all people camping together).*> During the Sun Dance, the All Comrades 
societies, which functioned to maintain the smooth running of Blackfoot 
day-to-day life, held their meetings at which initiations took place. Al- 
though not the main focus of the Sun Dance, these gatherings underlined 
its significance.** Traditionally, the Blackfoot divisions held separate Sun 
Dances during which each band occupied a designated place within the 
circle of lodges, being joined by relatives and friends who came from afar 
to renew acquaintances. Nor was this an exclusive gathering of Blackfoot; 
friends from other First Nations were also welcome. This occurred annu- 
ally “when the wild-fruit is ripe, at the end of July or early in August.”?’ 
The dual significance of the Sun Dance was highlighted by Spier, who de- 
scribed it as a “political unit which functions... as a ceremonial unit.”°° 

As the largest gathering of the year, the Sun Dance provided the ideal 
space for cultural transactions and opportunities to attain social prestige 
not available while the bands camped separately.*’ The requirement that 
only a married woman—whose virtue must be beyond reproach—could 
vow to hold a Sun Dance, lent great prestige to the vower, to the male 
ceremonialist who conducted it, and also to the sponsor. Similarly, males 
could buttress their social position by recounting past deeds of valor, or 
“counting coup.” This rubric applied to feats such as touching an enemy 
before striking him the deathblow, and the capture of weapons, shields, 
or other sacred objects. It was always followed by a distribution of gifts. 
Thus while counting coup celebrated an individual’s success in war, it was 
also accompanied by a display of generosity towards the less fortunate.*° 
These displays impressed upon the young the importance of Blackfoot 
values and ideals. Socially, the circle camp was ideal for those seeking 
husbands or wives, and was therefore the time when most marriages were 
arranged and took place.*! Within the sacred realm, the Sun Dance pro- 
vided a link between the present and the mythological past. The vow 
to hold a Sun Dance was a means to secure divine intervention in cases 
of extreme need by an individual. Consequently, the Sun Dance became 
critical at times of hardship.** Nor did it lack entertainment value: the 
reenactment of battles in which the Blackfoot defeated and scalped their 
most hated enemies, the Crow, would elicit much laughter and applause.*° 
Finally, the Sun Dance provided an annual vacation, a time to participate 
in traditional games and enjoy some respite from the pressures of prairie 
life: “an excuse for all camping together and having a good time.”** Such 
motives then, underlay Blackfoot determination to resist efforts to extir- 
pate the Sun Dance, which, far from being just a religious ceremony, was 
central to the reproduction of Blackfoot culture and to Blackfoot social 
cohesion. To forego this practice was tantamount to surrendering their 
Blackfoot identity. 
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Rationale for the Sun Dance Extirpation 


The authorities viewed the Sun Dance as an obstacle to “civilization” because 
it provided space for the maintenance of cultural practices deemed incompat- 
ible with Christianity. Objections to the Sun Dance were often articulated 
out of an ostensible concern for the welfare of the practitioners.* Religious 
conversion was seen as the first step to transform the heretofore non-seden- 
tary First Nations of warriors and buffalo hunters into agriculturalists and 
cattle farmers. Religious concerns were thus inseparable from the secular 
ones. The link between self-sufficiency and assimilation—which required 
the adoption of Christianity—is a constant in the extant documentation. 
For these reasons, the first half-century of reserve life saw the escalation of 
efforts by the Indian Affairs bureaucracy to eradicate the Sun Dance.*® 

Many bureaucrats regarded the costs associated with reserves as a 
burden on the public coffers.*” In 1920, during deliberations of a bill for 
the compulsory enfranchisement of so-called “civilized Indians,” Dun- 
can Campbell Scott, poet, essayist, and Deputy Superintendent General 
of Indian Affairs, described his goal thus: “I want to get rid of the Indian 
problem. I do not think . . : that this country ought to continuously pro- 
tect a class of people who are able to stand alone... Our objective is to 
continue until there is not a single Indian in Canada that has not been 
absorbed into the body politic, and there is no Indian question, and no 
Indian Department.” 

Bureaucrats and missionaries repeatedly alluded to the Sun Dance as 
an obstacle to progress, a means to detain the Blackfoot in the past, and 
therefore dependent on government “handouts.” Therefore, “the policy 
of the Department [was] to discourage .. . these dances, as they take the 
Indians from their work and have a demoralizing effect upon them.”” 
In 1914, the new Agent to the Blood complained to Ottawa that the Sun 
Dance “materially interferes with the progress of the work,” suggesting 
that its duration be limited to two weeks. Commissioner Hayter Reed, re- 
ferring to other First Nations who also practiced the Sun Dance, summed 
up the official complaints: “by the Indians congregating in this way fora 
dance, they lose at least from four to six weeks of the time, in which they 
should be at work, repairing their fences, and breaking new land, and 
summer fallowing: besides which it unsettles them from steady work for 
a longer period.”°° 

For an Indian Agent, the successful discharge of his duties was mea- 
sured in the advance towards “civilization” made by those in his charge. 
His superiors gauged this progress according to the comparative success 
of agricultural endeavors: the number of permanent homes built on the 
reserves, the attendance of children at school, and the absence of conflict 
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between their wards and settlers. Agents blamed the Sun Dance for short- 
comings in agricultural production. 

The considerable expense involved in sponsoring a Sun Dance contra- 
vened the European principle of thrift, and was therefore also specifically 


targeted by legislation. A Blackfoot testimony c. 1929 itemized the cost of 
sponsoring a Sun Dance thus: 


[A]!1 my best Horses, including my three favorite work Horses ... my sister 
contributed ten or fifteen herd Horses, but I gave a lot more. I even paid for the 
sacred sweatbath... It is our custom to pay for every part of a holy initiation. 
The more sacrifices you make, the more valuable your initiation will be... I 
provided enough Hudson[’s] Bay blankets, and other dry goods, to cover the 


whole path where the Holy Woman and her attendants walked to give out the 
sacred-tongue-sacrament.®! 


As already indicated, prestige went hand in hand with generosity, the worth 
of which was lost on Whites, as evident in the report of an uncomprehend- 
ing Indian Agent: “It is not the sublime religious festival, it is pictured to 
be. The purposes of the old men are to keep alive the traditions of the past 
and to be benefited at each Sun Dance to the extent of several horses. In 
reality, the objects are mercenary.”** 

Apart from the financial costs to sponsor the Sun Dance, the self-tor- 
ture occurring during the ceremony also came under attack. This self- 
torture, dubbed the “making of braves,” attracted a great deal of White 
attention and awe. Warriors underwent the ordeal as a reciprocation for 
the favorable outcome of a plea of aid from the Sun “when ill or in great 
danger.”*> In the ritual, which never involved more than five warriors, 
skewers were driven through the muscles of the chest and back and raw- 
hides attached to these were tied to the Sacred Pole, to be torn loose by 
swinging and surging. George Bird Grinnell describes this part of the Sun 
Dance as not unlike acts of penance “in our own centers of enlightened 
civilization.”°* Yet another act of self-torture often took place during the 
Sun Dance: the ritual cutting of a portion of a finger, again as an offering 
to the Sun. These rituals were considered at best barbarous, and at worst 
“heathen” practices that could cause First Nations peoples to revert to 
their “savage” ways. 

Last of all, a seldom-mentioned reason for the prohibition of the Sun 
Dance relates to the erroneous belief that it was a “war dance,” a neces- 
sary step for “braves” to be initiated.»° The Blackfoot habit of carrying 
rifles and the fact that no law prevented them from purchasing ammuni- 
tion did nothing to assuage those fears.°* This impression was evident in 
the manifest terror of settlers during a Cree “Sun Dance” (Thirst Dance) in 
neighboring Qu’Appelle, attributed to the “formidable appearance” they 
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presented “in their dancing costumes ... to individuals unaccustomed to 
them.”°*” In this instance, a NWMP force was promptly dispatched. Such 
fear was not always unfounded. The Northwest (Riel) Rebellion in 1885 
encapsulated the worst concerns regarding the Dominion’s control over the 
Northwest Territories. Large gatherings such as the Sun Dance provided an 
ideal meeting space to discuss possible alliances against Whites. The fact 
that the Blackfoot maintained neutrality during the conflict strengthened 
their position in their subsequent dealings with the DIA.”® 

The rationale for proscribing the Sun Dance was not tempered by the 
advance of “civilization” on the reserves; measuring and responding to each 
reserve’s progress would have been practically impossible due to their large 
number. The government’s attitude to Indian Affairs seems to have been 
primarily concerned with a reduction of the cost of fulfilling treaty obliga- 
tions, especially after 1896, when a new Minister of the Interior, Clifford 
Sifton, introduced drastic reforms.*? DIA correspondence leaves no doubt 
that insofar as the Sun Dance was blamed for the Blackfoot remaining “un- 
civilized,” Indian Agents were pressured to do their utmost to eradicate it. 


Measuring Genocidal Intent: Strategies to Eradicate the Sun Dance 


Responsibility for the measures undertaken to eradicate the Sun Dance of 
the Prairies rests on the Dominion Government, and more specifically the 
DIA, which underwent several reorganizations in the late 1800s and early 
1900s. In 1885, the Canadian prime minister himself was the superintendent 
general of Indian Affairs, but the position was later held by the minister of 
the interior. Policy-making and administration, however, was usually left to 
the deputy superintendent.” Effectively, these officials presided over efforts 
to eradicate the Sun Dance. With the exception of Hayter Reed, who served 
as Indian Agent and rose through the ranks to occupy the deputy’s position 
in 1893, Ottawa bureaucrats had little if any knowledge of those under 
their charge. In Reed’s case, familiarity did not translate into a sympathetic 
approach.” He saw his task in the following terms: “The problem which 
confronts the department in the territories is a most difficult one: to redeem 
from a state of partial savagery a horde of Indians dominated by tribal law 
and aboriginal customs and to transform them into competent agricultur- 
ists, ranchers, or mechanics... [If] the progress continues as steady in the 
future, it will not be long before the Indians of the North-[ W]est Territories 
will be able to provide themselves with the necessaries of life.”° 

Not all missionaries opposed to the Sun Dance, but those who did, 
opposed it vociferously: they lobbied the government, published protests in 
local newspapers, and generally shaped public opinion.°*° 
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The most effective tool in the extirpation effort was the education of the 
young. Where possible, children were separated from their families and pre- 
vented from participating in their social and sacred life, including hunting 
and Sun Dances. This aim was principally accomplished by sending them 
to boarding schools, where they were at times locked in at night to prevent 
them from running away.®* However, as with the implementation of other 
measures, keeping students from returning home for the summer presented 
some practical problems, as evinced by the following 1897 report: “the girls 
in the boarding school did not go out to the [Sun Dance] camp this summer, 
as formerly. The boys were allowed out by the principal for thirteen days, on 
account of the assistant principal and matron leaving at the end of the June 
quarter, and the rest of the staff were released for the holidays.”® 

The hearts and minds of the adults were reached through sermons and 
other forms of proselytizing. For all that, agents and missionaries did not 
believe that middle-aged and elderly Blackfoot would abandon their “pa- 
gan” beliefs, and so they placed all their hopes in the power of Christian 
education to prevent continuity of the Sun Dance in the younger genera- 
tions.°* That this was contemplated is evident from the following declara- 
tion by Duncan Campbell Scott: “The happiest future for the Indian race is 
absorption into the general population, and this is the object of the policy 
of our government. The great forces of intermarriage and education will 
finally overcome the lingering traces of native custom and tradition.”°’ 

The Sun Dance was first targeted by proscriptive legislation in 1884, 
although this measure fell short of total prohibition, for which the time was 
not considered ripe. In other words, the government did not have enough 
available police should any attempt to impose a complete ban provoke a 
violent response. Instead, specific features of the Dance were proscribed, as 
in section 149 of the Indian Act of 1857:° 


Every Indian or other person who engages in, or assists in celebrating or encour- 
ages either directly or indirectly another to celebrate any Indian festival, dance 
or other ceremony of which the giving away or paying or giving back of money, 
goods or articles of any sort forms a part, or is a feature, whether such gift of 
money, goods or articles takes place before, at, or after the celebration of the 
dance or who engages or assists in any celebration or dance of which the wound- 
ing or mutilation of the dead or living body of any human being or animal forms 
a part or is a feature, is guilty of an indictable offence and is liable to imprison- 
ment for a term not exceeding six months and not less than two months; Provided 
that nothing in this section shall be construed to prevent the holding of any agri- 
cultural show or exhibition or the giving of prizes for exhibits thereat.°? 


In 1890, Indian Agents were empowered as justices of the peace, de- 
signed to increase their control over their charges, and by 1892 the official 
view was that “more energetic measures can, with safety, be adopted,” 
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which if done sooner would have incurred “more or less risk.””° In 1895, 
the Potlatch and Sun Dance were subject of further legislation, but the 
directive to use persuasion rather than force remained.” By 1914, all indig- 
enous dances came under attack when Section 149 of the Indian Act was 
amended as follows: 


Any Indian in the Province of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, British Colum- 
bia or the Territories who participates in any Indian dance outside the bounds 
of his own reserve, or who participates in any show, exhibition, performance, 
stampede or pageant in aboriginal costume without the consent of the Super- 
intendent General of Indian Affairs or his authorized Agency and any person 
who induces or employs any Indian to take part in such dance, show, exhibition, 
performance, stampede or pageant, or induces any Indian to leave his reserve or 
employs any Indian for such a purpose, whether the dance, show, performance, 
exhibition, stampede or pageant has taken place or not, shall on summary con- 
viction be liable to a penalty not exceeding twenty five dollars or to imprison- 
ment for one month, or to both penalty and imprisonment.’2 


The new measures attempted to check the increased popularity of “In- 
dian” dances among Whites, who were sponsoring Sun Dances. In 1896, 
a reorganization of the Indian Department by the new Minister for the 
Interior, Clifford Sifton, ushered in a new era of enforced “civilization.” 
However, decisions remained in the hands of agents.’? In June 1897, the 
Indian Commissioner in Regina responded to a Siksika request for assis- 
tance to hold a Sun Dance by offering “no interference therewith on this 
occasion,” provided certain conditions were met: the gathering was to last 
only five days; it would not be compulsory; no torture or giving away of 
property would take place; there would be no interference with reserve 
workers, “before, during or after the dance”; children would not be taken 
away from school; and the Siksika “will engage to fill the existing Schools 
to their full capacity.””* The letter is revealing in that the stipulated con- 
ditions exceed the power of existing legislation. Less clear is the method 
deployed to ensure compliance. The limits to DIA authority are set out ina 
letter to the Chief Inspector of Indian agencies based in Winnipeg in 1913, 
which suggests that “regulations are good if they could be enforced; but the 
Department has no authority to impose a penalty for the infraction of any 
such regulation, consequently it would be useless to formulate and publish 
them.”” Consequently, Indian Agents were consistently advised to use per- 
suasion to discourage Sun Dances, legal means being a last resort. In 1921, 
the Indian Act was again amended to prohibit Sun Dances, Potlatches, or 
other rituals, instructing Agents and the NWMP to stop them.’”° 

It is clear that legislative efforts against the Sun Dance persisted, de- 
spite changing conditions on the reserves and many Blackfoot becoming 
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self-sufficient. Prohibition seems to have gathered its own momentum, 
regardless of changes in circumstances, in particular despite Blackfoot 
willingness to omit the proscribed activities. Were these measures acts of 
cultural genocide or assimilation? The answer provided by the documen- 
tation suggests a benign form of assimilation, whose purported benefits 
to Canadian First Nations were a constant in official correspondence. Al- 
though the extant records provide only the official version of history, no 
evidence has emerged to refute this one-sided view. In the absence of such 
evidence, genocidal intentions, if they existed, cannot be substantiated. 


Implementation of the Prohibition 


Despite these legislative and administrative efforts to extirpate the Sun 
Dance, the remoteness from Ottawa made it difficult to supervise the im- 
plementation of official policy. Directives were transmitted via a commis- 
sioner based in Regina (from 1883 capital of the Northwest Territories), 
who oversaw Indian agencies and schools until 1898. Thereafter, Indian 
Agents dealt directly with Ottawa, under the supervision of three inspec- 
tors for the entire North-West Territories, who visited the reserves but once 
a year.’’ Manifestly, the DIA had no means to oversee effectively the im- 
plementation of regulations curtailing the Sun Dance. Indian Agents were 
encouraged to adapt their efforts to local circumstances; consequently, an 
Agent’s attitude carried great weight. The three Blackfoot reserves were 
administered separately from 1885, such that their circumstances did not 
always coincide.’® When disputes arose, the NWMP were called upon to 
enforce compliance. In the late 1890s, Agent James Wilson prevented the 
Blood Sun Dance from taking place on several occasions, but the NWMP 
opposed Wilson and sided with the Blood, who were then able to continue 
the Practice. ~ 

Consequently, implementation of the Sun Dance prohibition did not 
necessarily follow the letter of the legislation, nor was it consistent across 
reserves. Indian Agents were instructed to suppress the Sun Dance alto- 
gether if conditions on their reserves were favorable, even though, strictly 
speaking, this went beyond the scope of the legislation.®° The official line 
from Ottawa was to use dissuasion, rather than coercion, to stop the danc- 
ing, but there 1s extant evidence that the NWMP did intervene to stop 
Sun Dances, although seldom in the case of the Blackfoot. In 1921, the 
NWMP attended the Blackfoot Reserve at the behest of Agent Gooder- 
ham, yet the Blackfoot were allowed to continue with their Sun Dance.*! 
Some Agents took the view that the Sun Dance was destined to disappear 
of its own accord and saw no reason to forbid it.’* Systematic reporting on 
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the conduct of Sun Dances by Indian Agents indicates that their endeavors 
to curtail the celebration were under scrutiny, and such reports should 
be read as aiming at reassuring their superiors. These reports contain 
quasi-formulaic predictions of the Sun Dance’s imminent demise. They 
point to dwindling interest and confidently forecast that with the death of 
the older Blackfoot—those who had experienced the buffalo ways—the 
practice would become a thing of the past. The official expectation was 
that education by the missionaries would eventually convince new gen- 
erations of Blackfoot to accept Christianity and reject their traditional 
religion. More than reflecting reality, perhaps, these predictions became 
a topos meant to vouchsafe the Agents’ compliance with official policy. 
The Agent’s 1886 report on the Siksika Sun Dance noted: “The sun dance 
came off as usual... but I think the Indians are gradually losing interest 
in it.” Hugh Dempsey offers a different account of the 1886 dance: an 
“impressive sight” with hundreds of lodges pitched in a great circle.®* In 
effect, laws were drafted in Ottawa by bureaucrats who ignored the reali- 
ties of reserve life, leaving Agents to enforce their unworkable directives.*4 
The methods employed by Agents to curtail the Sun Dance are seldom 
specified in their annual reports. It appears also that some First Nations 
were uncertain of their rights under the legislation. Ambiguity when re- 
sponding to requests to hold Sun Dances created the impression that the 
Sun Dance per se was illegal. A request to Ottawa for permission to hold 
a Sun Dance by Cree Chief Thunderchild in 1917 elicited the following 
reply: “the Department cannot sanction any violation of the provisions of 
the Act, and I may say that, in the interests of the Indians, the Chiefs and 
Councillors of a band are expected to co-operate with the Indian Agent in 
his efforts to advance the Indians towards the adoption of the customs of 
civilisation and to exert their influence in that direction.”® 

That response is ambiguous in its assumption that the Sun Dance 
would include the forbidden features, but does not specifically say so. Fur- 
thermore, the reply reminds Chief Thunderchild of his obligation to coop- 
erate with the DIA. Removal from their positions of chiefs if not deemed 
“cooperative” was a real possibility.°° This may explain why in 1888, Chief 
Crowfoot assisted the Indian Agent with phasing out the self-torture ritual 
from the Siksika Sun Dance.?®’ 

From 1886, the DIA sought to replace the Sun Dance by sponsoring 
alternative events. By 1889, Commissioner Reed reported some success 
introducing “as a substitute something more profitable in the way of har- 
vest homes.”°? The Piegan and the Blood had agreed, he claimed, “to sub- 
stitute Dominion Day sports for the objectionable dance.” The Blackfoot 
were “more obdurate and the dance went on, though stripped this year of 
nearly all its former glory. I do not anticipate its recurrence next year.” 
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In practice, these predictions failed to materialize. Across the southern 
border, Indian Agents tried “to induce the Blackfeet to observe the Fourth 
of July instead.”?? A contemporary perspective on Blackfoot attitudes 


to efforts to eradicate the Sun Dance is provided by North Piegan Chief 
Brings-down-the-Sun (1905): 


The white race have always cheated and deceived us. They have deprived us of 
our country. Now they are trying to take away our religion, by putting a stop to 
the ceremonial sacred to the Sun. Our religion was given to us by the Sun and 
Moon, and we will never give it up, while the Sun and Moon last. The white 
people have given us no good reason why they wish to take away our religion. We 
do not fight, nor drink whisky at our ceremonials, and there is nothing harmful 
that can come from them. We have been struggling to keep up our religion, in 
order that our people may be happy, and that they may lead better lives. When I 
began preparations for a Sun ceremonial this spring, in accordance with the vow, 
made by one of our women for the healing of her sick son, the agent shut off our 
rations. He would not allow my family to receive the food, upon which we are 
dependent. Because of these things my heart has become bitter, and I have made 
a vow, that I will have nothing more to do with the white race.”’ 


Some Indian Agents did not exert pressure against the Sun Dance, 
placing those who did in an unenviable position.”* Residents of reserves 
who could not hold their own Sun Dance had the option of participat- 
ing in that of another reserve. This was noted by one of the bureaucrats 
most determined to stamp out the Sun Dance, William Morris Graham, 
who rose through the ranks to become Indian Commissioner for the 
Prairie Provinces in 1920. He complained against allowing “those of the 
Hobbema, Blood and other Alberta Agencies to make the [Sun Dance] an 
annual practice [because] the Indians of other Bands will probably wish 
to follow an example which we should not allow.”?* The directives to 
extirpate the Sun Dance remained in place and the legislation to curtail it 
was progressively strengthened. Broadening the scope of the legislation, 
though, was not matched by resources adequate to its implementation, 
which remained as before in the hands of the Indian Agent, assisted by 
the NWMP. 

The two bureaucracies did not always share a common purpose. In 
1889 and 1890, the Blood claimed to have received permission to hold a 
Sun Dance from Superintendent Deane of the NWMP, though he subse- 
quently denied this. A misunderstanding developed that reached the heads 
of both services in Ottawa. The Blackfoot divisions were numerous and 
had been a formidable power in the region during the buffalo days, and 
some vestigial pride remained. The NWMP had close knowledge of life on 
the reserves and did not oppose the Sun Dance practice.”* This may explain 
why in 1914, after more than two decades of legislated prohibition, the new 
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Agent at the Blood Reserve, W. J. Dilworth, reported to Ottawa that “[t]he 
Sun Dance has been held here yearly xo obstacle has been put in its way.” 
Indeed, the DIA annual reports suggest that (with few exceptions) the Sun 
Dance continued to take place at the three reserves. Christianity advanced, 
but at a very slow pace, and most of those who embraced it appear to have 
done so superficially.” Compared with some of their neighboring First Na- 
tions, the Blackfoot seem to have endured less interference with their Sun 
Dance. They were clearly aware that, provided the proscribed activities 
did not take place, the Agent could not disallow the Sun Dance. A report 
from the Blood Agent in 1914 indicates that the laws were being respected: 
“No drinking or other immoral conduct has been indulged in. The grounds 
have been competently policed at all times day and night. No white visitors 
have been allowed. The duration of this dance has been the shortest time 
known to all the old timers; another feature there has been no horses sold 
as against 208 last year.”?” 

In the light of such reports, ongoing harassment of the Sun Dance on 
the grounds that it retarded progress appears to have lacked foundation. 
Yet such efforts continued. A pass system had been introduced in 1885 
by the then Assistant Indian Commissioner, Hayter Reed, even though 
it was “hardly supported by any legal enactment.” Indeed, the system 
was in violation of treaty rights, yet it was approved by Reed’s superiors 
post facto because it was perceived “as a necessary weapon in the war 
against those forces which perpetuated an ‘uncivilized’ Indian society.””° 
A circular to agents suggested prosecution could be attempted under the 
Vagrant Act (Criminal Code), and recommended using “such means as 
exist for marking our displeasure towards those who leave without first 
having obtained passes.” The pass system was used extensively to prevent 
travel to attend Sun Dances and to segregate those living on the reserves 
from settlers’ towns, ostensibly to protect them from bad White influ- 
ences. Eventually the NWMP refused to enforce passes, because there 
was no “legal right to arrest any Indian unless he has committed some of- 
fence .. . should an illegal arrest be attempted and resistance offered there 
would be no protection [to the NW MP]. Such a result would be disastrous 
for our prestige with the Indians.”?? In practice, agents often gave passes 
to large groups of their charges with instructions to hunt their own food, 
which tended to weaken the effectiveness of the pass system.’°° To these 
difficulties must be added the possibility of agents providing travel passes 
because to deny them would place them in an invidious position, not to 
mention the susceptibility of any such system to corruption. These factors 
combined to reduce its effectiveness. In such manner, this system with its 
potential to harm the Blackfoot social fabric was eventually dismantled. 
It was a conspicuous failure. 
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Blackfoot Responses to Prohibition 


The Blackfoot were pragmatic in their response to the prohibition of the 
Sun Dance and reportedly even welcomed some of the curbs. They agreed 
to eliminate certain features, especially self-torture, but were determined 
to maintain the practice.'°! Whites wrongly interpreted this feature as be- 
ing the most crucial part of the Sun Dance. In fact, after warring became 
a thing of the past, the principal motivation for pledges of that nature was 
removed. Moreover, Wissler suggests that this feature was probably bor- 
rowed from the Arapaho and at the time of prohibition was not “thor- 
oughly adjusted to its place.” One informant noted that “[nJone of those 
taking the cutting [during the Sun Dance] lived to reach old age.”? An- 
other apparently welcome aspect of the prohibition relates to the use of 
coercion when choosing new owners of sacred bundles (“catching”).!° 
However, the Blackfoot resisted the pass system, which prevented them 
from visiting other reserves,’°* and retaliated against the measure—which 
had the potential to prevent visitors from attending their Sun Dance—by 
withdrawing their children from school, arguing that “they do not do any 
more dancing than their white neighbors and that they see no good reason 
why they should be singled out in this particular.”! Their response to 
the DIA sponsorship of alternative celebrations was to accommodate the 
new activities without giving up the Sun Dance. It was reported that some 
Blackfoot wished to see the practice end: “most of the Indians who have 
taken cattle are against it.”'°° Such dissent is to be expected within any 
large group; evidently, if the Agent was unable to eradicate it, a sufficient 
number of Blackfoot supported the practice. 

The Blackfoot continued to practice their Sun Dance on both sides of 
the border.’*” In 1897, a letter from the Indian commissioner in Regina 
suggests that the Blackfoot had boldly requested not merely permission, 
but even DIA sponsorship, for their Sun Dance. No assistance was granted, 
but an undertaking not to interfere with the ceremony was made “on ac- 
count of its religious nature in their eyes and of the representations which 
have been made.” This episode is quite revealing, suggesting as it does that 
Ottawa was prepared to tolerate the Blackfoot Sun Dance after all. Pie- 
gan Chief Bull Plume recorded in his c. 1910 winter count: “Duncan Scott 
[Deputy Superintendent General of Indian Affairs]. He told me that danc- 
ing was not forbidden.”?°8 Chief Bull Plume had written to Ottawa protest- 
ing the prohibition against giving away presents, arguing that “it stands 
to reason that we should entertain our friends and give them presents and 
we do not see why The Department should not allow us to do so.” On this 
occasion, Chief Bull Plume cited a donation towards the war effort made 
by the Piegan. He claimed that presents exchanged with friends were the 
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“same as the present we gave to King George and [the] Government” [of] 
sixteen hundred dollars in the year 1914.” 

In 1921, the Blackfoot appropriated some of the discourses regarding 
the financially detrimental consequences of the Sun Dance for their own 
ends. Chief Shot in Both Sides requested via telegraph Ottawa’s interven- 
tion against a directive of the Acting Indian Agent: 


Hunt Blood Agent objects our holding Sundance before treaty day July 14 all 
Indians wish to hold dance 4 to 13 July then break camp and go for treaty 
money this will be much better as otherwise Indians would waste treaty money 
on dance.!°? 


This action serves as a reminder that colonized subjects can purposefully 
appropriate hegemonic discourses and deploy them in their own interest. 
Blackfoot cultural transformation did not always proceed as dictated by 
the colonizers. Denying agency to the Blackfoot would be tantamount to 
endorsing the familiar colonial stereotype of First Nations peoples as neo- 
phytes, a discourse often expressed in regard to the Blackfoot by bureau- 
crats, missionaries, and even Whites who professed to be their friends.!° 


Conclusion: Cultural Genocide or Assimilation? 


The progressive strengthening of legislation aimed at weakening and even 
eradicating this surpassing Blackfoot ceremony hardly seems justified, given 
the optimistic outlook of DIA annual reports of Blackfoot advances towards 
self-sufficiency." Clearly, the legislation did not accommodate the circum- 
stances of specific First Nations. The financial costs of fulfilling treaty 
promises loomed large in the decisions taken by the DIA. Because the de- 
velopment of the Northwest no longer required the cooperation and accom- 
modation of First Nations that had been necessary in the 1870s, the new 
priority was to reduce expenditure through First Nations self-sufficiency. As 
a vehicle for social reproduction and the maintenance of a separate Black- 
foot identity, the Sun Dance was seen as an obstacle to the integration of the 
Blackfoot (and other First Nations peoples) into the body politic in accord 
with Scott’s 1921 desiderata: “no Indian question, and no Indian depart- 
ment.” Put another way, First Nations were to disappear as separate peoples 
insofar as their remaining separate involved benefits from the public purse. 
This was the fundamental rationale for the continuing efforts to eradicate 
the Sun Dance. The letter of the legislation was not genocidal in its intent, 
but the instructions emanating from Ottawa regarding its implementation 
were rather more sinister. In the end, though, the decision was left to indi- 
vidual agents, and there were no mechanisms of compulsion. 
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During the 1880s, it seems that the DIA was biding its time, and was 
prepared to allow the Sun Dance to die a natural death, as was so often pre- 
dicted. It was just a matter of time before those Blackfoot who had known 
the buffalo times would die and, with them, their traditional beliefs would 
pass into oblivion. Such was the vain hope of bureaucrats and missionaries. 
The limited reach of the legislation prohibiting only discrete elements of 
the Sun Dance would appear to absolve the legislators from any charge of 
Intent to commit cultural genocide. And yet, extant DIA correspondence 
amply demonstrates that Indian Agents were encouraged by their superiors 
to go beyond the legislation in order to prevent Sun Dances. Veiled threats 
and withholding of information seem to have been routine practices by 
DIA officials. 

In the final analysis, this de facto if not de jure prohibition had the 
potential to cause substantial harm to Blackfoot culture. That such harm 
was averted was due not only to the machinations of successive bureaucrats 
in Ottawa not being matched by the resources required to implement them, 
but also to the determination of Blackfoot leaders to maintain the prac- 
tice. When overzealous officials such as Hayter Reed and James Wilson 
attempted to extirpate the Sun Dance, the Blackfoot deployed a wide rep- 
ertoire of resistance. They compromised with Reed, adopting his “sports 
days” without abandoning the Sun Dance. By way of illustration, they un- 
dermined James Wilson’s authority by playing it off against that of the lo- 
cal NWMP superintendent. At the same time, the Blackfoot compromised 
by eliminating the practices forbidden by the legislation, but on the other 
hand they demanded the right to practice their religion. The framing of the 
Sun Dance as a non-negotiable right by Blackfoot political and spiritual 
leaders within the period covered by this study fits into a pattern pointed 
out by Jacqueline Gresko (in relation to the Cree) whereby government and 
missionaries’ efforts to transform the First Nations into Christians seemed 
to elicit a contrary movement of resistance.!!* 

The culture of the Blackfoot was radically transformed even prior to 
face-to-face contact with Europeans through their adoption of the horse 
and firearms and other trade goods. In the decades following Treaty Seven 
(1877-1920), they exercised agency by setting the pace of their own cul- 
tural transformation. Without rejecting Christianity, the Blackfoot refused 
to abandon their ancient religion. 

How does this complex picture accord with the concept of cultural 
genocide? The ambitions of the state certainly canvassed the disappear- 
ance of the “Indian problem,” that is, the disappearance of First Nations 
as separate peoples. This aim was not to be achieved by a process of “cul- 
tural diffusion” that Lemkin equated with assimilation. Nor can the specific 
circumstances regarding the Blackfoot Sun Dance be equated with what 
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Lemkin called “surgical operations on cultures and deliberate assassination 
of civilizations.” Prohibition was hardly “surgical” in its execution, allow- 
ing plenty of room for Blackfoot agency. There was in facta great deal of the 
assimilation in terms of Lemkin’s concept of legitimate cultural adaptation, 
especially when new cultural modes and technologies were seen as benefi- 
cial by the Blackfoot. That is how the Blackfoot Sun Dance survived. In the 
final analysis, the Canadian state only targeted certain features of the Sun 
Dance. Inthe specific case of the Blackfoot, it did not deploy force to eradi- 
cate the practice. The Blackfoot experience demonstrates that concepts such 
as cultural genocide must be applied with caution on a case-by-case basis. 
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FROM CONQUEST TO GENOCIDE 


Colonial Rule in German Southwest Africa 
and German East Africa 


Dominik J. Schaller 


Introduction 


he German colonial enterprise faced a deep crisis in 1907. Major revolts 

had seriously threatened colonial rule in German Southwest Africa 
(GS WA; present-day Namibia) and German East Africa (GEA; present-day 
Tanzania). The German state had to mobilize vast resources to suppress 
these uprisings, including the deployment of more than 14,000 German 
soldiers in GSWA alone. The human costs of the wars in the two colo- 
nies were also high. Whereas about 1,500 German soldiers lost their lives, 
about 60,000 Herero, 10,000 Nama and up to 250,000 Ngoni, Ngindo, 
Matumbi, and members of other ethnic groups were either directly killed 
or starved to death.’ The socioeconomic and political structures of the Af- 
ricans were laid waste, and their reconstruction took several decades. 

Most damaging to the Germans were the financial costs of these wars. 
The military campaign against the Herero and Nama alone swallowed 585 
million Reichsmark.? Opponents of Germany’s imperialist enterprise like 
Matthias Erzberger (1875-1921), a leading figure in the Catholic Center 
Party and later minister in governments of the Weimar Republic, perceived 
the disastrous outcome of the colonial wars as symptomatic of the misman- 
agement in the colonies generally. Furthermore, politicians in Berlin were 
afraid that the reputation of Germany as a Kulturnation (nation of culture) 
might suffer since the oppression of the Africans had been received interna- 
tionally as exceptionally ruthless.? 

Consequently, a majority of the members of the German Reichstag 
(parliament) rejected the chancellor’s wish for supplementary credits for 
the wars in Africa. Although Wilhelm II dissolved the Reichstag and called 
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for re-election in January 1907 (the so-called Hottentots election), colonial 
administration was reformed.’ Formerly belonging to the Department of 
Foreign Affairs (Ausw4rtiges Amt), the colonial office became an indepen- 
dent ministry of its own: the Reichskolonialamt. Significantly, the first 
director of this newly structured department, Bernhard Dernburg (1865- 
1937), had been a banker specializing in the revitalization of ailing firms.°® 
Stronger civilian control of colonial affairs would not only prevent further 
scandals, corruption and mismanagement. It would lead to fundamental 
policy change. “Henceforth, the native is the most important object (Ge- 
genstand) in the process of colonization,” Dernburg proclaimed. Instead 
of exterminating the indigenous population, he aimed at introducing an 
“efficient” and “scientific” way of colonization.’ 

It thus seems that German colonial rule as a whole was not inher- 
ently genocidal, and that the bloody suppression of indigenous resistance 
in GSWA and GEA 1904-08 was an unfortunate episode.’ Indeed, even 
high-ranking colonial officials and members of the civilian administration 
in Berlin perceived the murder of a large part of the indigenous population 
as a grave “accident” that might endanger the economic development in 
the colonies. Paul Rohrbach (1869-1956), commissioner on settler affairs 
(Ansiedlungskommissar) in GSWA and one of the most influential public 
intellectuals in Germany, condemned the radical warfare in the colony and 
its economic consequences and stated that “Southwest Africa with natives 
was of much more value... than without.”? 

To be sure, Europeans normally did not envisage exterminating or 
expelling the African population. Although both GSWA and GEA were 
settler colonies or were at least designated for more extensive future settle- 
ment by Germans, their conquest and settlement did not inevitably lead to 
the expulsion and/or annihilation of the natives as was the case with “New 
England-type” settler colonies in Northern America and Australia.'° Euro- 
pean settlement in Africa followed the establishment of colonial rule and 
administration, so that the settlers’ influence and ability to fight and expel 
the Africans on their own was more restricted than in the “New England” 
model of settler colonies in North America and elsewhere. What is more, 
the colonial states were still weak in their first decades, and their power 
relied on the cooperation with indigenous chiefs." 

Moreover, Europeans were dependent on indigenous labor power. The 
colonizers’ aim was to gaincontrol over African land and labor at the same 
time. And the securing of indigenous labor was crucial since “the dark con- 
tinent” was all but an attractive destination for emigrants. Most Europeans 
associated Africa (and perhaps still do) with incurable illnesses, dangerous 
animals, cannibalism, and tribal warfare. The tropical climate in large parts 
of Africa did not suit Europeans well either. There were just not enough 
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European or Asian immigrants (in contrast to Northern America and Austra- 
lia) who could have replaced the Africans as indentured servants or contract 
workers.’* Therefore, the indigenous population—together with land—was 
the most important “resource” for the colonizers. In contrast to American 
Indians and the Aborigines in Australia, Africans did not figure as a “dying 
race” in the eyes of the Europeans, and were considered to be fit for labor.'? 

And yet, closer inspection of German colonial rule raises the ques- 
tion whether genocidal violence remained structurally implied in postwar 
German colonial rule, though in a more subtle and creeping way. Raphael 
Lemkin (1900-1959), who created the term and concept of genocide and 
was the leading lobbyist for the UN convention, adumbrated nine tech- 
niques of genocide that bear striking resemblance to those of the German 
colonial project in GSWA and GEA. His depiction of Nazi genocides as im- 
perialist and colonial invites the conclusion that the situation coloniale in 
GSWA and GEA was also genocidal. The envisaged tncorporation of the in- 
digenous population as wage laborers in a capitalist system was genocidal, 
this chapter argues, because Europeans tried to overcome the Africans’ re- 
luctance to relinquish their land coercively: through negative incentives like 
penal taxation and means of force and harassment. Massive expropriation 
of indigenous land was a common method not only in the German colonies 
to have the Africans abandon their subsistence economy." The colonizers 
did not shrink from attempting to destroy the indigenous social, political, 
and religious structures (i.e., fundamental elements of the Africans’ cul- 
ture) in order to acquire control over labor. 

Then there is the question of the genocidal wars between 1904 and 1908. 
If colonial officials and even German farmers and planters were well aware 
that a large reservoir of indigenous workers was a necessary prerequisite 
for the development of a modern and efficient infrastructure and economic 
growth in GSWA and GEA, why did the suppression of indigenous resis- 
tance in these two colonies degenerate into wholesale slaughter? Were the 
Germans’ motives purely ideological (i.e., racist) or did situational elements, 
like the course of war, lack of infrastructure, and fear of losing the control 
in the colonies feed a disastrous process of radicalization? I seek to answer 
these questions by presenting the historical development in both GSWA and 
GEA from the beginning of German colonization to the time of the great 
wars 1904-08 and the subsequent dismembering of indigenous societies. 


The German Conquest of Southwest Africa 


When Southwest Africa became a German dependency in April 1884, a 
handful of powerful Herero chiefs competed with each other for the rank 
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of the paramount chief. Although the Herero were originally pastoralists, 
they depended in the first half of the nineteenth century almost solely on 
hunter-gathering and horticulture for their subsistence. But while the Her- 
ero fought successful trade wars and secured their position of power in 
Namibia, they started building up huge cattle herds and soon became to be 
known as the outstanding cattle breeders in Southwest Africa.'° 

The economy of the Nama peoples in southern and central Namibia 
relied likewise on cattle, but mainly on trade with farmers from the Cape 
Colony. Northern Namibia—inhabited by the Ovambo—remained for the 
most part untouched by the Germans, although this region was officially 
part of their colony. The Ovambo lived in centralized and highly stratified 
kingdoms that depended economically on agriculture, fishery, and trade with 
other Ovambo groups in Portuguese Angola.'® Due to the lack of reliable 
data it is difficult to estimate the exact population figures. However, most 
historians agree that about 80,000 Herero, 20,000 Nama, and 450,000 
Ovambo were living in the region the Germans claimed as their colony. 

German rule was hampered by three factors. In the first place, the 
colonizers could not legitimize their claim to power by pointing to the 
argument of the alleged culturelessness of the indigenous population.!’ 
Namibia had for a long time been connected economically and historically 
to the emerging frontier society of the Cape Colony. Herero and especially 
the Nama had contact with European ideas, values, and, not least, tech- 
nologies. Most Nama wore Western clothes and had modern rifles at their 
disposal. The most important intermediaries of Western culture were sev- 
eral mission societies who had established stations throughout the region 
from the 1850s onwards.'® 

Second, the res nullius argument failed in Southwest Africa because 
both Nama and Herero practiced sophisticated and intensive animal hus- 
bandry that depended on grasslands. European travellers and early colo- 
nists were impressed by the size of the herds that the Herero had built up. 
It was impossible, therefore, to seize the indigenous lands in Southwest 
Africa on the grounds that they were not being cultivated or utilized, as 
indigenous lands had been in Australia and parts of North America. 

Third, the desire to pursue imperialist policies and to conquer overseas 
territories was not matched by the readiness to invest necessary resources. 
Bismarck’s original hopes that concession companies would promote the 
colonial development in the newly acquired territories were not fulfilled, 
and the German Empire had to assume the whole political and financial 
responsibility for the colonial project.!? Despite significant colonial enthu- 
siasm in German nationalism, German politicians were not ready to spend 
huge sums for what they perceived as matter of prestige. The grossly insuf- 
ficient equipment of the colonial administrations in Africa as well as lack of 
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experience in colonial affairs made the conquest and “pacification” of these 
territories at once so violent and tenuous. 

The German conquest of Southwest Africa did not unfold according 
to a careful plan. In May 1885, three government officials arrived in the 
region and signed “protection treaties” with indigenous chiefs. The Her- 
ero soon cancelled the treaties and expelled the small German admin- 
istration under Reichskommissar Heinrich Goring to the British enclave 
Walvisbay. The official German response was half hearted. Only twenty 
men were sent to Southwest Africa 1889 with instructions to avoid the 
outbreak of an expensive war with the Herero and Nama.’° But the new 
commander, Curt von Francois, did not follow orders. Instead of a “paci- 
fication” through peaceful means (i.e., through the signing of protection 
treaties and negotiations), he deliberately provoked both the Herero in 
central and the Nama in southern Namibia, and started a war against 
them in 1893. Von Francois waged an extraordinarily ruthless campaign 
against the Nama, committing several atrocities against noncombatants. 
Uncowed, the Nama resorted to an efficient guerrilla warfare and almost 
defeated the German commander. 

Because German rule in Southwest Africa was in real danger, the gov- 
ernment in Berlin replaced von Frangois with Theodor Leutwein (1849- 
1921), who became the first official governor of GSWA in 1896, remaining 
in office until 1904. Loyal to Berlin, he was better suited to governing than 
the belligerent von Frangois who embroiled Germany in expensive colonial 
conflict. In his memoirs, Leutwein described his mission as follows: “The 
aim of our colonization was without doubt the creation of a colony inhab- 
ited by whites, but without toughness and the use of force.”2! In contrast to 
von Fran¢ois, Leutwein realized that the conquest and “pacification” of the 
colony would only be possible through alliances with indigenous chiefs and 
that the German claim to power could initially only be guaranteed through 
a system of indirect rule.”* Leutwein found an ideal partner in Samuel Ma- 
harero (1856-1923).?3 Maharero’s claim to the position of paramount chief 
of all the Herero was widely contested and therefore he willingly accepted 
the German intervention on his behalf in the dispute of succession.”4 

If von Francois represented a genocidal moment of counterinsurgency, 
Leutwein and the colonial authorities in Berlin represented genocidal ad- 
ministration, at least in intention. Cooperation with indigenous chiefs was 
only a temporary expedient. The system of indirect rule should step by step 
be replaced by direct and unrestricted German rule. Leutwein knew that 
the complete political dissolution of the indigenous societies was a neces- 
sary precondition for undisputed German supremacy.» And he therefore 
tried to limit the power of the indigenous chiefs gradually and to abolish 
the political institution of chiefdoms. 
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Economic dependency was to accompany the political subjugation of 
the Herero and Nama. Colonial authorities as well as German settlers 
agreed that the Africans should have become a politically and econom- 
cally dependent lower class, a compliant mass of workers for the colonial 
economy.”° Furthermore, the land of the indigenous populations should be 
seized and handed over to settlers and colonial land companies. The Af- 
ricans should put up with restricted reservations.*’ The Germans planned 
to make a settler colony inhabited predominantly by whites, a “new Afri- 
can Germany.”?® 

These grandiose plans seemed rather utopian in the obtaining condi- 
tions. After all, in the 1880s and early 1890s, the indigenous societies were 
militarily and economically still stronger than the small European settler 
community, which counted only about two thousand persons (of whom 
about five hundred were officials and soldiers) in 1896.?? Although the in- 
digenous population of GSWA was portrayed in German colonial literature 
as primitive natives fighting with spears and shields, neither the Herero nor 
the Nama were heavily outgunned; they had horses and modern rifles. Nei- 
ther did the Herero depend economically on German capital for wage la- 
bor, because their own cattle herds far outnumbered those of the Germans. 
In fact, German settlers had an interest in trade relations with the Herero 
when they tried to build up or enlarge their own herds. 

Despite these obstacles, the Germans managed to strengthen their posi- 
tion in Southwest Africa in the late 1890s. Natural disasters like drought or 
flooding have regularly facilitated the European penetration of large parts 
of the world and the corresponding development of a worldwide capitalist 
style economy in the age of imperialism.°° The rinderpest (cattle disease), 
which reached Namibia in 1897, changed the balance of power and the 
social equilibrium in favor of the German colonizers irretrievably. Whereas 
German settlers managed to have their cattle vaccinated, most Herero lost 
the bulk of their herds.*? The cattle disease was finally followed by a ma- 
laria epidemic that hit the Herero who had already been enfeebled through 
the lack of milk.*? 

These events led to a far-reaching economic and cultural crisis of the 
Herero society. To secure their livelihood, the Herero had to sell their land 
to settlers, traders, and land companies. Furthermore, many Herero were 
forced into wage labor for the first time, representing a crucial stage in the 
establishment of a capitalist economy. Many chiefs encountered difficulty 
maintaining their extravagant lifestyles and therefore sold large parts of 
their communities’ ancestral land at extortionately low prices to German 
traders and settlers. A large number of Herero were thus transformed from 
once proud and autonomous pastoralists to weak and dependent proletar- 
lans. This significant and far-reaching socioeconomic change took place 
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within the space of a few months and inverted the hierarchy of power 
between Africans and Europeans.*? This development resulted in an in- 
creasingly ruthless and even cruel behavior of the Germans towards the 
Africans.** Ever more, German farmers treated their new indigenous work- 
ers ill and displayed racist arrogance.*5 

Whereas the Herero were gradually deprived of power in central Na- 
mibia and faced a crisis of collective self-esteem, the European community 
expanded incessantly and prospered. Almost five thousand Germans, Boers, 
and English inhabited GSWA before the outbreak of the war 1904.2 Al- 
ready in 1902, several hundred settlers owned as many cattle as the Herero 
altogether (44,490).°” The construction of a railway line from Swakopmund 
to Windhoek promised sustained economic growth in the colony. A dy- 
namic frontier society had developed in Southwest Africa.38 The economic 
weakness of the Herero and the sudden flourishing of the European com- 
munity dazzled both colonial authorities and settlers. The belief was wide- 
spread that Southwest Africa would soon become “White Man’s Land” and 
the natives would play an inferior role as disenfranchised workers. 

These confident expectations were challenged with the anticolonial up- 
rising in 1904. Their military and economic infrastructure in their colony 
still underdeveloped, the Germans realized that their project—the creation 
of an African Germany—was in real danger. This frustration, accompanied 
with existential fear, partly explain the brutalization of German warfare 
in Southwest Africa. 


Genocidal Warfare against the Herero and Nama 


German settlers’ expectations had been ambivalent for several years. On 
the one hand, they had been waiting for an opportunity to eliminate both 
Herero and Nama as autonomous actors by breaking their economic and 
political backbone. On the other, European settlers were afraid that the 
Africans might optfora military conflict too early in the process of coloni- 
zation. There was thus a constant fear of an indigenous revolt in the air.°? 
There is convincing evidence that it was the Germans’ paranoid fright of a 
Herero uprising and an accumulation of misunderstandings that triggered 
off the war on 12 January 1904 in the town of Okahandja. A gathering of 
Herero chiefs in this town made the clumsy German officer Ziirn believe 
that the Herero were preparing an insurrection. In turn, Ziirn’s panicked 
reaction terrified the Herero and confirmed their fear that the Germans 
wanted to subjugate them militarily and realize their plans of turning 
Southwest Africa into a purely German colony. The start of the hostilities 
can hence be understood as a self-fulfilling prophecy.*° 
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If German settlers had been waiting for an ideal occasion to gain total 
political and economic control over the Africans, their hopes were disap- 
pointed during the first months of the war. They even had to fear for their 
Own existence as the Herero plundered remote German farms and felled 
telegraph poles. Whereas the Herero took the initiative, German settlers re- 
acted more or less in a headless way while governor Leutwein and the bulk 
of the Schutztruppe were in the south of the colony. The colonizers’ exis- 
tential fear in GSWA met with the German government’s anxiety for the 
loss of national prestige, and this combination provided the background 
for the most radical solution. In the following, the decisive phases of this 
radicalization, which resulted in wholesale genocide, will be shown. 

At first, German government officials started looking for a scapegoat 
and found it in governor Leutwein.*! The gradual reduction of Leutwein’s 
influence in GSWA contributed decisively to an extension and brutaliza- 
tion of the war.** The governor’s original aim was to persuade the Herero 
to surrender and to turn the ringleaders over to the German authorities. 
The chance to put an end to the war was realistic, as Leutwein had a good 
relationship with Samuel Maharero, but Leutwein’s initiative did not meet 
with the approval of the government. On the contrary, he was ordered to 
stop all negotations and not to undertake any decisive military or nonmili- 
tary steps until the arrival of the newly appointed supreme commander for 
GSWA, Lothar von Trotha (1848-1920).* 

The new commander was an experienced colonial soldier, having par- 
ticipated in several colonial wars in Tanzania and in China, where his racist 
worldview had developed.** He justified his envisaged radical warfare by 
pointing to his “rich” colonial experience: 


My exact knowledge of many Central-African tribes, Bantu and others, has 
shown me the convincing necessity that the negro doesn’t submit to contracts 
but only to raw violence.... This uprising [of the Herero] is and remains the 
beginning of a racial fight.*° 

I know enough tribes in Africa. They all resemble each other as that they 
only shrink back from violence. The exercise of violence with crass terrorism 
and with cruelty is my policy. I annihilate the rebellious tribes with streams of 
blood and with streams of money. Only on this seed can something new emerge, 
which will remain.*® 


Lothar von Trotha was directly subordinate to the emperor and the general 
staff in Berlin and—what was even more important—enjoyed the unre- 
stricted backing of both institutions. Therefore, von Trotha did not run 
into difficulties when he declared a state of war in the colony on 19 May 
1904, Leutwein remained officially civil governor of GSWA, but he lost all 
his executive power to von Trotha.*’ Since the German chief of general staff 
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von Schlieffen shared the racist worldview of his subordinate, von Trotha 
finally had the opportunity to wage the war against the Herero according 
to his ideas. 

After the arrival of sufficient reinforcements from Germany, the su- 
preme commander of GSWA attacked the Herero, who had gathered with 
their families and herds in the Waterberg region, on 11 August 1904. The 
Herero were militarily defeated at this battle, but the bulk of the Herero 
managed to break through the ring of besieging forces and flee to the Oma- 
heke desert. The paths to British Botswana through this desert and the most 
Important watering places were known to the Herero because they were 
traditional trade roads. But the available capacity of the few water holes 
was far from being sufficient for the numerous refugees and their herds.* 
The unexpected break out of the Herero of Hamakari prompted von Tro- 
tha to resort to genocidal methods and to achieve a “final solution.” The 
German general ordered the persecution of the fleeing Herero as well as the 
establishment of a cordon of the almost waterless Omaheke.*? Driving the 
Herero into the desert and letting them die of thirst had not been planned 
originally by Lothar von Trotha.°? On 2 October 1904, the military com- 
mander of GSWA issued his infamous genocide order (Schiessbefehl): 


I the great General of the German troops send this letter to the Herero people. 
The Herero are no longer German subjects... . The Herero people must leave 
the country. If the nation doesn’t do this I will force them with the Groot Rohr 
[cannon]. Within the German borders, every Herero, with or without gun, with 
or without cattle will be shot. I will no longer accept women and children, I will 
drive them back to their people or I will let them be shot at.?! 


In a supplement that was only designated for the Schutztruppe, von Tro- 
tha added: “Shooting at women and children has to be understood as 
shooting above their heads, which will make them run away. I assume 
categorically that this order will result in taking no more male prisoners, 
but will not degenerate into atrocities against women and children.”°? 
This additional explanation was not an act of clemency. It meant driving 
the Herero women and children back to the desert where they faced death 
from starvation and exhaustion.°° 

The term genocide is undoubtedly appropriate to describe the German 
actions in the war against the Herero. Violence was targeted at one and the 
same time against combatants and noncombatants. And Lothar von Tro- 
tha’s overall aim was not only the suppression of the indigenous uprising, 
but the complete annihilation of the Herero as such. Undoubtedly, these 
facts meet the criteria of the UN definition of genocide. Furthermore, Ra- 
phael Lemkin left two manuscripts on German colonial rule in Africa and 
made it quite clear that he considered the war in GS WA as genocidal.°’ 
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German policy makers debated the aims of the war as well as the ques- 
tions how to conduct and how to end It. The German chancellor von Bulow 
and his ministers did not consider Lothar von Trotha as the ideal supreme 
commander for GSWA because the general was willful and disrespected 
civilian authorities. Instead of the potentially insubordinate von Trotha, 
von Biilow would have preferred a loyal and calculable commander who 
would have respected the aims of the government to end the war in South- 
west Africa quickly and with minimum expenses. Furthermore, the gov- 
ernment was afraid that von Trotha’s ruthless advancement would damage 
Germany’s image as a “good colonizer.” The reason why von Trotha was 
chosen for the post in GSWA lies in the outstanding influence the German 
military high command enjoyed at the time. Emperor William II had a 
marked preference both for “brave” soldiers and military recklessness. He 
exhibited this characteristic, for example, when he delivered his infamous 
“Hun Speech” on 27 July 1900 in Bremerhaven to German troops who 
were departing to fight against the “Boxers” in China: “Should you en- 
counter the enemy, he will be defeated! No quarter will be given! Prisoners 
wil) not be taken! Whoever falls into your hands is forfeited.” *»° 

Dissension between political actors, military leaders, and different lob- 
bies was not restricted to the political arena in Berlin. Although colonial 
officials, settlers, and soldiers stood together when the existence of the 
colony was in danger during the first weeks of the war, this solidarity soon 
broke. At first, most settlers welcomed von Trotha’s rigorous steps because 
they hoped that the new commander would consolidate the situation in 
the colony and subjugate the Africans once and for all. The realization of 
a “German Africa” consisting of a European ruling class and an African 
proletarian or helot class came ‘nto reach. But von Trotha’s genocidal in- 
tentions threatened to endanger this project and the economic prospect of 
the colony. 

The settlers’ lobbies and the civilian government in Berlin finally man- 
aged to convince the Emperor and the general staff that the survival of 
indigenous workers was essential for the future of the colony, and that 
Lothar von Trotha’s ravage would badly damage Germany’s reputation as 
a Kulturnation.®* Subsequently, the general was advised to repeal his geno- 
cide order and to cooperate with the Rhenish Mission, which had offered to 
act as an intermediary because 1t was afraid to lose its right of existence in 
the colony if the African population were completely exterminated.°’ The 
missionaries started setting up assembly camps for the surviving Herero. 
From there, the prisoners of war—men, women, and children alike—were 
transported to concentration camps maintained by the Schutztruppe.”* 

Unfortunately, although the missionaries’ aim was to save the Africans 
from wholesale extermination, the deportation to and the placement of the 
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prisoners in camps, where malnutrition, insufficient hygienic conditions, 
and forced labor were the norm, resulted in the deaths of thousands of 
Africans. This result met the approval of leaders of the Schutztruppe who 
still favoured a radical solution to end the war in spite of the official repeal 
of von Trotha’s genocide order. 

The same kind of radicalism was characteristic for the German warfare 
against the Nama. The defeat of the Herero did not mean the end of the 
colonial war in GSWA. During the campaign against the Herero, Hendrik 
Witbooi had actively supported the Germans. But in October 1904, the 
Nama themselves turned against the colonizers and launched a war that 
lasted three years. The Namas’ motives are still insufficiently researched, 
but what is sure is that the outbreak of another war in GSWA put the mili- 
tary and political leadership in the colony under immense pressure.®° They 
were expected to nip the Nama uprising in the bud. The Nama had learned 
from the Herero’s defeat and avoided any open battle. Instead, they resorted 
to a highly efficient guerrilla warfare and launched systematic attacks to 
German infrastructure. Cutting off the supply of the guerrilla fighters—i.e., 
a policy of scorched earth—was the Strategy applied by the Schutztruppe. 
And the Nama population was deported to concentration camps. Most 
Nama prisoners were taken to Shark Island near Liideritz. The hard climate 
and conditions at the Atlantic coast were jointly responsible for the death 
of more than the half of the inmates. The German colonizers deliberately 
inflicted conditions of life on both Herero and Nama calculated to bring 
about them their physical destruction in whole or at least in part.®} 


The Maji-Maji-War 1905-07: Genocide in German East Africa? 


If the war against the Nama in GSWA has been neglected in historiography 
and public memory, the so-called Maji-Mayji-War in German East Africa 
(GEA) in 1905-07 has been completely forgotten outside Tanzania. The 
war had no less devastating consequences for the indigenous societies in 
GEA as for the Herero and Nama in GSWA. Nonetheless, the commemora- 
tion of the 100th anniversary of the outbreak of this war in 2005 did not 
attract as much international attention as the remembrance of the murder 
of the Herero one year earlier. It is possible that this neglect lies in the 
fact that only fifteen Europeans were killed in GEA from 1905-07 while 
the war in GSWA caused the deaths of more than one thousand German 
soldiers.°* A further reason is that historians hesitate calling the events in 
GEA genocide.®° — 

Whereas the demographic and ethnographic situation in Southwest 
Africa was more or less easy to grasp, the demography of the territory the 
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Germans claimed in East Africa was much more diverse. According to the 
first official German census in 1899, almost 5,500,000 Africans lived in 
GEA.°** Swahili-speaking groups dominated the coastal regions, and the 
inland was inhabited by several hundred Bantu speaking groups. There 
were huge differences in the ways these groups were socioeconomically and 
politically organized. The Arabic Sultanate of Zanzibar and the kingdoms 
in the Great Lakes Region (present day Rwanda and Burundi) were highly 
centralized and their societies characterized through social stratification 
and division of labor. African societies between the coast and the Great 
Lakes showed a less-developed degree of organization. Nevertheless, these 
societies were far from being “primitive” or without political influence. 
The Ngoni and the Hehe, for example, had successfully adopted the Zulu 
style of warfare and were thus able to establish hegemonic rules in Southern 
Tanzania. Precolonial East Africa was not a remote region disconnected 
from any contact with the outside world. Zanzibar had fora long time been 
integrated into the trade networks of the Indian Ocean. Arab, Indian, and 
Persian traders had established posts at the East African coast. When the 
West African slave trade was disrupted by the British proscription of 1807, 
East Africa, and especially the Sultanate of Zanzibar, became the new cen- 
ter of the international slave trade. 

Unlike in GSWA, Germans saw Africans living in the inland of GEA 
as politically and economically backward savages not entitled to keep their 
ancestral lands unless they modernized. And although the Swahili com- 
munities at the coast were obviously “highly civilized” and belonged to a 
scriptural religion, the Germans perceived them categorically as ruthless 
slave drivers. The colonization of East Africa was thus portrayed as an im- 
portant step in the modernization of Africa and the international struggle 
against slave trade. 

From the outset, the establishment of German rule in Tanzania was 
violent. German colonization began with a private company, the “Soci- 
ety for German Colonization.” Until 1887, the society established several 
outposts and tried to stretch its economic and military influence as far as 
possible in mainland Tanzania.® But it had only limited resources at its 
disposal and soon encountered difficulties. The Swahili-speaking coastal 
inhabitants persistently resisted the German colonization.®® Consequently, 
Bismarck felt constrained to buy the shares of the colonial society and to 
provide a colonial army. A loss of the East African territory would have 
been a national disgrace. A German sphere of interest from 1885 onwards, 
Tanzania became an official colony in 1891.°” 

The German newly appointed governor Julius von Soden faced the same 
problems as Theodor Leutwein in GS WA. His superiors at the colonial office 
in Berlin expected him to establish German rule over the territory without 
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expensive wars. As might be expected, this order turned out to be an illu- 
sion. The small Schutztruppe consisting of a few hundred men managed 
to secure nothing but small islands of dominance. German rule was rather 
more symbolic than real in most parts of the country.®® Only around the 
turn of the century and after a flerce war against the Hehe under Makwawa 
did the Germans control more or less most parts of the colony.®’ Thereafter, 
the colony was divided into twenty-four districts with varying governing 
modes. In some districts, Africans were to a greater extent involved in the 
colonial administration than in others.”° A further characteristic of the colo- 
nial administration in GEA was its militarization. Until 1906, the army pro- 
vided half of all the district officials in the colony.” The long distances from 
the different administrative centers to the seat of the colonial government in 
Dar-es-Salaam, and the resultant lack of social control led to despotic rule 
of many officials in the periphery of GEA.” Furthermore, the Schutztruppe, 
consisting mainly of African mercenaries, backed these local reigns of terror 
and regularly committed sexual violence and atrocities against the autoch- 
thonous population.” 

Although GEA did not have the same value in the dreams and utopias 
of colonial enthusiasts as Namibia, it attracted increasing numbers of Eu- 
ropean settlers from 1900 onwards.” In 1905, the year the war broke out, 
1,900 Europeans lived in GEA.” What the settlers needed for their planta- 
tions was land and cheap labor. Because the conditions on these plantations 
were brutal (corporal punishment was the norm) and the wages more than 
modest, Africans were uninterested in working for the Europeans. The de- 
struction of the indigenous cultural, economic, and political systems and the 
integration of Africans into a European system of wage labor was therefore 
the settlers’ aim.’° The colony was ruled from 1901 onwards by a governor 
who was fully in favour of the settlers’ interests. Hoping to let the indig- 
enous societies abandon their traditional economy, von Gotzen imposed sev- 
eral taxes on the Africans, forced village societies to communal labor, and 
restricted their hunting customs.’’ The Christian missions were mobilized 
to play a crucial role in this envisaged process of forced assimilation.” Afri- 
can societies in southern Tanzania suffered particularly under the colonial 
power’s regulation. The situation was further aggravated by the increasing 
economic marginalization of this region from 1904 onwards.’”? 

The message of a supposed prophet called Kinjikitile began to spread 
at this time. Not much is known about his life and background, but the 
impact of his prophecy in southern Tanzania was enormous.®° Kinjikitile’s 
message promised the reversal of the existing order and the end of foreign 
rule. What is more, the prophet and his followers provided the faithful with 
a special medicine called Maj (Swahili for water) that was supposed to ren- 
der the indigenous warriors bulletproof. Although the Maji-Maji warriors 
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soon recognized their new medicine’s ineffectiveness after the start of hos- 
tilities in July 1905, they continued fighting against the Germans. Often 
regarded as an irrational or even primitive expression of African religion, 
the Maji-Maji cult had an integrative function by uniting twenty culturally 
and politically different societies in a common struggle. African politicians 
and historians therefore understand the “Mayi-Maji War” as birth of a Tan- 
Zanian national identity.®! 

The simultaneous wars in GSWA influenced the situation in GEA. The 
military campaigns against the Herero and Nama swallowed huge sums 
and resources. And Lothar von Trotha’s genocidal warfare resulted in an 
upswing of German colonial criticism and, internationally, in a loss of Ger- 
man prestige. Both the civilian government and the colonial authorities in 
Berlin therefore wanted to avoid another theatre of colonial war. Conse- 
quently, officials in the colonies received orders to prevent of indigenous 
uprisings. The administration in GEA was thereafter reorganized and the 
position of the military thereby strengthened.®* Yet the further militariza- 
tion of the colonial administration only exacerbated the situation. Whereas 
the Africans understood the German measures as an attempt to enhance 
the colonizers’ power, the Germans perceived the Africans’ disaffection as 
clear signs of a forthcoming uprising. This fatal dynamic had a deep impact 
on both the colonizers’ and the Africans’ decision making processes. 

The course of war in East Africa resembled the one in GSWA very 
closely. The German Schutztruppe—consisting of only 588 men in the 
south of the colony—were initially at a disadvantage.®? The Germans sent 
punitive expeditions to the various trouble spots only with the arrival of 
reinforcements. Like the Nama in GSWA, the Africans avoided open-field 
battles by conducting guerrilla warfare. Political and military leaders in 
GEA were under heavy pressure. Politicians in Berlin expected nothing else 
than a quick end of the war. Both political pressure and the helplessness 
of the colonizers resulted in the application of a scorched-earth policy of 
unprecedented dimensions. The civilian population was systematically tar- 
geted: entire villages, fields, and granaries were burnt. Hunger was thus 
used as weapon to bring the guerrilla fighters to their knees.** The conse- 
quences for the indigenous population were devastating: fighting, hunger, 
and diseases that went with it caused the deaths of up to 250,000 Africans. 
Whole areas were depopulated.®> 

Was the suppression of the Maji-Maji movement in GEA genocide? It 
is often argued that the German military campaign in Tanzania cannot be 
called genocide because the murder of hundreds of thousands of Africans 
or even the entire population in the colony was never the intentional goal of 
German warfare.®* And indeed, there was no order like Lothar von Trotha’s 
Schiessbefehl. Looking back a few years later, former governor von Gotzen 
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stated 1909 that the brutal warfare was just a means to an end, and he had 
never aimed at annihilating the African population of GEA as such: 


As in all wars against uncivilised nations the systematic damage to hostile peo- 
ple’s good and chattels was indispensable in this case. The destruction of eco- 
nomic values like the burning of villages and food supplies might seem barbaric. 
If one considers, however, on the one hand, in what short time African negro- 
huts are erected anew and the luxuriant growth of tropic nature gives rise to 
new field crops, and, on the other hand, the subjugation of the enemy was only 
possible through a procedure like this, then one will consequently take a more 
favourable view of this “dira necessitas” [hard necessity].°” 


Far from exculpating von G6tzen from genocidal responsibility, his state- 
ment makes it quite clear that he and his subordinates had exactly known 
what the consequences of their scorched-earth policy would be. Although 
the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Africans were not directly intended, 
it was reasonably foreseeable and accepted approvingly by the colonial ad- 
ministration. The heavy African losses during the German East African 
War of 1905-07 were thus more than “collateral damage.” While the legal 
definition of genocide requires intentionality, social scientists have recently 
stressed that genocides are much more complex and have to be understood 
as processes of radicalization.®® It is often difficult, if not even impossible 
to prove the original intentionality of a genocidal act. In this respect, it 
is doubtlessly appropriate—probably even important—to understand the 
German suppression of the Mayi-Mayi Revolt as genocidal. 


Why Genocide? 


As noted in the introduction, German settlers and officials regarded the 
Africans as the most important and contested resource in the colonies. Al- 
though economic modes in GSWA and GEA differed, both German farm- 
ers in Southwest Africa and plantation owners in East Africa depended on 
indigenous labor. From this perspective, suppressing “uprisings” by geno- 
cidal warfare seems counterproductive, even irrational. But why then did 
genocides occur in these two German colonies? 

Answers can first be found on an institutional level. It is a common- 
place now that the arrival of Lothar von Trotha in GSWA was a decisive 
step towards genocide. What political circumstances made the appoint- 
ment of such an extremist possible? I have noted that the outstanding in- 
fluence of the German military high command in political affairs and the 
Emperor’s preference for energetic commanders and drastic solutions can 
partly explain the development in the colonies. However, this explanation 
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1s not sufficient, as it emphasizes solely German political peculiarities and 
fades out the fact that the British, French, and Spanish resorted to geno- 
cidal methods as well during colonial wars.*? It is thus necessary to place 
the radicalization processes in GSWA and GEA in a global context. At the 
fin-de-siécle, most colonial wars (in the Philippines, Cuba, and South Af- 
rica, for example) saw the replacement of more or less adequate warfare by 
radical solutions and moderate colonial officials by hardliners. The reasons 
for these radicalizations were that colonial powers perceived indigenous 
resistance as a threat not only to their ambitions 1n the colonies, but to their 
imperial project as such, because a possible failure would expose them as 
weak and degenerate in the eyes of their European rivals.”° 

Massacres and genocidal acts may be ordered or approved by generals 
and colonial authorities; but they are committed by “ordinary soldiers” — 
by men on the spot. The debate between Christopher Browning and Dan- 
iel Jonah Goldhagen in Holocaust historiography about the motivation of 
“ordinary Germans” to commit massacres has shed light to the behavior 
of immediate perpetrators and group dynamics that contribute to radical- 
ization processes.” The focus on “ordinary” settlers and colonial soldiers 
is thus indispensable for an understanding of unbounded violence during 
colonial wars. 

In their memoirs and letters home, colonial soldiers justified violence 
against noncombatants by referring to Social-Darwinist theories. They 
portrayed the extinction of the Africans as a predetermined, natural pro- 
cess and themselves as instruments of a numinous force. Werner Freiherr 
Schenk von Stauffenberg, officer of the Schutztruppe, wrote in a letter: 
“We see the Herero perish as the man in the tragedy. And although we 
are involved in it, we feel uninvolved. ... The rich, masterful and warlike 
Herero will be annihilated and the race struggle has to overflow the rules 
and norms that cultures and religions have established.”?? Yet racism can- 
not sufficiently explain the readiness of settlers and colonial soldiers to 
resort to genocidal warfare. The reference to racist theories was more a 
retrospective justification than a driving factor. Germans did not commit 
massacres in the colonies because they were in a strong position and had 
the power to decide on life or death of the indigenous population. On the 
contrary, German settlers felt unsafe and were afraid to lose their exis- 
tence. Most reinforcements from Germany did not exactly know what to 
expect in GSWA and GEA. Furthermore, they were not at all familiar with 
the climate and they were afraid of tropical diseases. They just did not cope 
with the new surrounding and the situation. What is more, the colonizers 
overestimated the power of the Africans. A constant fear of ambushes was 
omnipresent. And rumors about African women committing mutilations 
were widespread. Situational factors, such as fear, the course of war, and 
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group dynamics have to be considered as well. The behavior of ordinary 
soldiers was influenced by factors that are best explained by a social-psy- 
chological approach. So far, this literature has not been sufficiently applied 


to the colonial case. 


Genocide as a Structural Phenomenon of German Rule in Africa 


As I have shown so far, the genocidal wars in GSWA and GEA were the re- 
sults of radicalization processes. Since the mass murder of the Africans was 
In principle inconsistent with the superior aims of the colonizers, the rad1- 
calization had to come to anend as soon as the Germans thought that they 
had regained control over the situation. Lothar von Trotha, for example, 
was first ordered to repeal his genocide order, and in 1905 he had to hand 
the supreme command over to a new civilian government and return to 
Germany. But that did not mean Germans had abandoned genocidal inten- 
tions. Although genocide is widely understood as a synonym for the Holo- 
caust of European Jewry—that is, as the attempt to exterminate a targeted 
group physically—Lemkin defined the term much more broadly. It was the 
systematic “disintegration of the political and social institutions, of cul- 
ture, language, national feelings, religion and the economic existence” of a 
specific group.”*> Furthermore, Lemkin understood genocides as processes 
and distinguished between two phases: “one destruction of the national 
pattern of the oppressed group; the other, imposition of the national pat- 
tern of the oppressor.”?* To be sure, Lemkin did not think of assimilation as 
automatically genocidal, nor the cultural change stimulated by intergroup 
contact. He called the latter “cultural diffusion.” But cultural change was 
genocidal if the measures taken by the colonizers were intended not only to 
destroy an entire way of life, but also to ensure that the victim group had 
no appreciable collective life at all. As Dirk Moses and John Docker show, 
Lemkin regarded the dismemberment of indigenous cultures as genocidal 
if it was imposed by physical or structural violence.” Lemkin thus under- 
stood genocide as a “total social practice” (Moses) that affected all aspects 
of group life and differed between several techniques of group destruction: 
political (cessation of self-government and destruction of political institu- 
tions), social (annihilation of national leadership, attack on legal system), 
cultural (ban on the use of language), economic (destruction of the founda- 
tion of the economic existence), biological (decreasing the birth rate), physi- 
cal (mass murder, endangering of health), religious (disruption of religious 
influence, destruction of religious leadership), and moral (creation of an 
atmosphere of moral debasement).”° If Lemkin’s broad understanding of 
genocide is taken as point of departure, the conclusion is obvious that not 
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only were the wars in GSWA and GEA 1904-08 genocidal, but also the 
German colonial project as such. From the beginnings of German rule until 
its end in 1918, it was the colonizers’ aim to forcibly dissolve the indigenous 
political, socioeconomic and religious foundations in order to establish a 
capitalist-style economy. 

One of the driving forces of colonial expansion was the European pow- 
ers’ desire to extend their economic influence and to control and dominate 
as many regions as possible within a capitalist economy. Regions located at 
the periphery of the world system, such as Africa, were seen as a reservoir 
for important raw materials. And the indigenous populations were desig- 
nated to plant, extract, or process these raw materials as cheap laborers 
and to consume European low-grade products. In their racist sense of su- 
periority, European colonizers did not consider this system as exploitation, 
but as modernization of allegedly backward societies.”” 

In that respect, the German colonial project was no different from that 
of other European nations. From the onset of colonization, the colonizers 
embarked on the strategy of destroying the Africans’ economic indepen- 
dence. The imposition of taxes and compulsory labor were means to realize 
this goal. The governor of GEA, Adolf Graf von G6tzen, even considered 
the destruction of the Africans’ food reserves.?? What is more, even the 
thinking of the “natives” had to be changed. The imposition of a colonial 
working morale on the Africans was task of missionaries in particular. 
Thus, the Europeans considered the elimination of traditional cultures and 
lifestyles, as forexample nomadism, as a crucial precondition for the estab- 
lishment of a “modern” economic system. Although the Germans did not 
envisage the physical annihilation of the Africans, these plans and concepts 
are, according to Lemkin’s concept, genocidal because the goal of the colo- 
nizers was the destruction of the traditional African societies as such. 

These plans were concretely elaborated by colonial authorities both 
in Berlin and in the overseas territories, experts in colonial economy, and 
men on the spot, such as settlers’ spokesmen.”? The popular writings of 
Carl Peters, the conqueror of GEA, and of Paul Rohrbach, one of the most 
prominent public intellectuals in Germany of his time, had a huge impact 
on the corresponding colonial discourses and policy making. In his influ- 
ential guide to German colonial economy, Rohrbach made clear what posi- 
tion was reserved for the Africans in colonial society: 


Only the necessity of losing their free national barbarianism and of becoming 
a class of servants for the whites provides the natives—historically seen—with 
an internal right of existence... . The idea that the Bantus would have the right 
to live and die according to their own fashion is absurd. It is true for peoples as 
well as for individuals that their existence is only justified if they contribute to 
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general progressive development. There is no proof that national independence, 
national property and political organization among the tribes of Southwest Af- 
rica would be an advantage for the evolution of humankind in general or the 


German people in particular.!°° 


Rohrbach—who was a strong opponent of Lothar von Trotha’s policy of 
extermination—thus pleaded for the transformation of the Africans into a 
class of identity-less helots without any form of high culture, living in ghet- 
tos apart from the white population. These ideas can be seen as precursors 
of an apartheid policy that determined the political and socioeconomic 
situation in Southern Africa until the 1990s.!°! 

~ As I have shown in the overviews on the German conquest of South- 
west and East Africa, these plans were hardly or only partly realizable. 
The colonizers did not have sufficient means to fully subjugate the indig- 
enous societies. Certainly, the consequences of the rinderpest in GSWA and 
governor von GOtzen’s incessant interference with indigenous political and 
economic customs shifted the balance of power slowly in favor of the colo- 
nizers. But it was the outcomes of the wars that worked as a catalyst and 
provided them with the opportunity to arrange their colonies politically 
and socioeconomically according to their oppressive plans. 

In GSWA, the systematic legal disenfranchisement and expropriation 
of the indigenous population began even before the end of the war. In July 
1905, deputy governor Tecklenburg stated that all tribal organization ought 
to come to an end.!® In the same year, the indigenous land was seized, and 
two years later the colonial government issued decrees aiming at control- 
ling the Africans in a totalitarian way.!°? The Africans’ freedom of move- 
ment was highly restricted, and from the age of seven they were forced to 
carry a tiny identity badge around the neck.'°* Not only Herero and Nama 
suffered under the Germans’ claim to absolute dominance. Until the end of 
German rule inSWA 1915, the Schutztruppe regularly hunted the nomadic 
San (“Bushmen”) and forced them to a settled way of life in permanent vil- 
lages.’°° The colonial authorities soon remarked that the consequences of 
their policy of forced assimilation were lethal. A doctor employed by the 
government just stated laconically: “I believe that the capture of the San 
will result in the deaths of a great number of them due to the different liv- 
ing conditions.” '°° Although the colonizers came to the conclusion that the 
“domestication” of the San might turn out to be impossible, they continued 
this practice and willingly approved the deadly outcome of it. 

Despite the totalitarian character of these regulations, the colonizers 
did not manage to destroy indigenous identity or culture in Southwest 
Africa completely. The Africans found subtle ways to resist the coloniz- 
ers’ intentions.'°? And African resistance and social reorganization led the 
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Germans to think of ever more radical methods. Since forced laborers 
regularly escaped from farms and threw their “native badges” away, set- 
tlers demanded that all Africans should be tattooed.!"° 

Although both Herero and Nama were militarily defeated, GSWA was 
not fully “pacified.” The situation in the south of the colony remained un- 
safe for a long time. Several Nama groups operated from the Cape Col- 
ony, and regularly launched attacks to German infrastructure. The fear of 
another large-scale African uprising was widespread among German set- 
tlers and officials. Therefore, colonial authorities in Berlin and Windhoek 
resorted to methods of social engineering, and seriously considered the 
deportation of the Herero and the Nama to the German colonies in Camer- 
oon and even Papua New Guinea. The outbreak of World War I averted the 
further planning of this idea. Although these plans did not intend the physi- 
cal extermination of the Herero and Nama, their implementation would at 
least have resulted in the irretrievable destruction of these societies.'°? This 
example shows drastically how persistent and influential genocidal think- 
ing was among German settlers and colonial officials until the end of their 
rule in Southwest Africa. 

The political and economic development in GEA was slightly different. 
In 1906, Albrecht von Rechenberg, a supporter of Dernburg’s reformist 
course, replaced GOtzen as governor. Rechenberg was of the opinion that 
GEA, and the Africans as its most valuable resource, could only recover 
from the war if GEA became a trade colony and the settlers’ influence were 
reduced. Settlers were therefore deprived of the generous governmental aid 
with which they had been provided. Land expropriations were partly can- 
celled and regulations on forced labor were loosened.’”° It thus seems that 
Dernburg’s reform program had a decisive impact on the Africans’ socio- 
economic and political situation in GEA in clear contrast to GSWA, where 
the administration was dominated by hardliners who widely ignored the 
colonial minister’s directives. It should be noted, however, that Chancellor 
von Biilow had only appointed von Rechenberg because he wanted to ap- 
pease oppositional forces that wanted to make political capital out of the 
public’s concern about scandals and mismanagement in the colonies. Von 
Rechenberg’s position both in Berlin and in the colony was thus not really 
strong. And indeed, plantation companies and German settlers put up a 
bitter and successful fight through their lobbies in Berlin. In spite of the 
governor’s Opposition, the number of European settlers in GEA increased 
from 1,800 in 1905 to 5,300 in 1913.1!!! What the German newcomers 
needed was cheap African labor. Lack of plantation laborers became thus a 
permanent phenomenon in the whole colony. As a result, ruthless recruiters 
organized proper slave hunts and regularly ravaged African villages. The 
governor tried to prevent these excesses, but failed. 
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In 1912, Rechenberg himself was replaced by a governor who was com- 
pletely in favor of the settlers’ interests. Again, systematic forced labor and 
ill treatment of African workers became common in the colony, and the 
colonial administration’s prime duty was the establishment of an almost 
total social, economic, and political control over the Africans’ and their 
“education for work” (Erziehung zur Arbeit). In this task, the authorities 
were assisted by missionaries, whose aim was the elimination of traditional 
African religions and customs, as for example polygamy. The forced imposi- 
tion of wage work and migratory labor on the indigenous communities led 
to the depopulation of whole regions. The German missionary Pater van 
der Burgt estimated in 1913 that the African population of his district had 
declined almost 50 percent (i.e., 200,000 people) within a very short period 
of time.!!* One of the devastating results of this development was the in- 
creasing dissolution of several indigenous institutions, most notably of clan 
structures and the traditional family. Furthermore, migrant work led to the 
wide-ranging spread of diseases—for example, worm sickness, tuberculosis, 
and syphilis—that affected African societies throughout the colony. 

For all that, the colonizers’ control over the Africans in GEA had not 
been as sophisticated and totalitarian as in GSWA. This difference can 
partly be explained by the fact that GS WA played a more important role as 
a projected “New Germany in Africa” in the fantasies of German colonial 
enthusiasts because of its favorable climate conditions that suited Europe- 
ans better. But the main reason for the temporarily different developments 
in these two colonies lies in the fact that the postwar administration in 
GSWA was in the hands of hardliners who sought to realize their radical 
prewar conceptions of a white settler community dominating an African 
helot class, whereas a reformist (Rechenberg) ruled GEA for five years. As 
might be expected, then, colonial authorities in GEA resorted to more op- 
pressive and drastic methods as soon as the reformists had lost their influ- 
ence around 1912. And if Germany had not lost East Africa after World 
War I, it would have become “a white man’s country” exclusively domi- 


nated by German settlers.'!° 


Conclusion 


The term “colonial genocide” has been questioned increasingly in the last 
years. The sociologist Alison Palmer states that the distinction between 
“colonial” and “modern genocides” is unsatisfactory because some cases of 
genocide, like the destruction of the Herero, is simultaneously “modern” and 
“colonial.” Palmer pleads instead for the use of the categories “state geno- 
cide” (e.g., the murder of the Herero, the genocide against the Armenians, 
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and the Holocaust) and “societal genocide” (e.g., the murder of Aborigines 
in Queensland, 1840-1897).'"4 Jiirgen Zimmerer rejects these kinds of cat- 
egorizations. He notes that the distinction between “colonial” and “mod- 
ern” genocides strengthens the assumption that genocides committed in the 
various “New Worlds” and intra-European genocides like the Holocaust 
were conceptually completely different from each other. By referring to the 
colonial aspects of the National Socialists’ population and extermination 
policy in Eastern Europe during World War II, Zimmerer concludes that 
there were “only” colonial genocides.'° The analysis in this chapter shows 
that not only are genocides always colonial, but colonial rule and colonial- 
ism as such are constantly genocidal. Whenever colonizers aim at imposing 
economic modes and/or specific patterns of life on a dominated population, 
either by physical or structural violence, colonialism is—be it internal or 
external—inherently genocidal.!"® 
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INTERNAL COLONIZATION, 
INTER-IMPERIAL CONFLICT AND THE 
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 


Donald Bloxham 


he “colonization” of the title does not refer to the extension and con- 

solidation of Turkic settlement in the region of Anatolia—the area that 
forms most of the modern Republic of Turkey and most of the focus of this 
study. This is a modern story, taking as its point of departure the given fact 
of the existence of Ottomania as the last in a long line of Middle Eastern 
imperia (dominated at various times by Christians, Muslims, and rulers of 
neither faith), not seeking to question the bases or legitimacy of Ottoman 
rule as established in the late medieval and early modern periods. For the 
period under consideration, from the mid- nineteenth to the early twentieth 
centuries, it is not analytically helpful to consider Anatolia as an Ottoman 
colony, given the thorough mixture of peoples in the region and the way 
that over centuries they had been more or less absorbed into different levels 
of the unique Ottoman sociopolitical structure. 

The most important factor in the break up of the empire and the ac- 
companying demographic catastrophes around the First World War was 
the development of essentialist nationalisms harking back to semimytholo- 
gized pasts and laying spurious claims to sole, authentic land ownership. 
These nationalisms were in turn expressions of socioeconomic and political 
conditions stemming from the penetration of European capital, influence, 
and ideas into the Ottoman polity from the late eighteenth and particularly 
the mid-nineteenth centuries. The language of colonization, however, re- 
mains relevant to the Armenian genocide, the most extreme episode within 
the wider history of exclusion, destruction, and expulsion in the Near East 
from c.1912~—c.1926, a period beginning with the vicious Balkan wars and 
concluding with the final acts of the Greco-Turkish “population exchange” 
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conducted in the aftermath of war between the two states.’ And though for 
reasons of space little will be written of the matter hereafter, the language 
of colonization is also relevant to the assault on the collective identity of the 
Turkish Kurds that began in the mid-1920s, reached its zenith in the late 
1930s, and has yet fully to come to an end. 

The expulsion during the First World War of the majority of the Ot- 
toman Armenians, including the murder of approximately one million of 
them, was part of a drive for Ottoman-Turkish population homogeneity 
in Anatolia—in the eastern provinces of which at the outset of war Arme- 
nians formed a plurality with Kurds, with Turks a substantial third mi- 
nority—and in adjacent Cilicia on the Mediterranean coast. An intrinsic 
part of this drive, indeed, a trigger at certain points, was the settlement of 
Muslims in the stead of the Armenians in a sort of “inner colonisation,” as 
one contemporary observer described it:* an attempt to consolidate Otto- 
man control of the land by the installation of “ethnically-reliable” subjects 
in the stead of “untrustworthy” ones. 

This chapter will examine a series of trends that culminated, if not 
inexorably, in genocide. The first section considers the broader project of 
state modernization and consolidation into which fits the desire to achieve 
ever-greater control over lands with substantial Armenian populations. The 
second considers more specific aspects of late Ottoman history influencing 
Ottoman population policy, including enforced demographic change and 
territorial loss. The immediate evolution of genocide during the war oc- 


cupies the third part. 


State Modernization 


Inevitably, the story that concluded with the genocide is one of both signifi- 
cant changes in Ottoman attitudes and some important continuities, par- 
ticularly from the last quarter of the nineteenth century onwards. One very 
important determinant of late Ottoman population policies—irrespective 
of the shifts in those policies—and probably the major element of continu- 
ity in state ambitions in the final century of the empire, was the attempt to 
modernize the empire in the interests of its own survival. As in analogous 
projects elsewhere, this included the attempted development of the state’s 
own industries, the fostering of its own bourgeoisie, the strengthening and 
expansion (by increased investment and conscription) of its armed forces, 
and the extension of central control over the imperial peripheries (by, 
amongst other things, the improvement of the transport infrastructure and 
Increased penetration into the provinces of direct representatives of central 
government)—both to ensure that they were better protected against the 
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outside world and to assure their allegiance in the face of centrifugal ten- 
dencies based around local power networks, separate ethno-religious affili- 
ations, and/or the spread of nationalism amongst subject peoples. 

Each of these policy strands was intrinsically related to the others, and 
each affected in some way the state’s relationship with its peoples at both 
an individual and a collective level. With respect to the development and de- 
nouement of the “Armenian question,” however, two were more important 
than the others. The first was the desire to create an Ottoman bourgeoisie, 
which by the beginning of the twentieth century effectively meant creating 
a Muslim-Turkish middle class as a driver of nationalism and of the Mus- 
lim-Turkish “national economy” at the expense of indigenous Christians. 
The second, particularly relevant policy strand was the desire to retrench 
control in the imperial peripheries, which is where eastern Anatolia in- 
creasingly came into focus in the nineteenth century. The eastern provinces 
developed in the Ottoman mind from the comparatively economically and 
politically insignificant backwater they had been in previous ages into an 
area that was increasingly precious in the light of huge imperial land losses 
in the Balkans and elsewhere, but in which at the same time Istanbul’s sov- 
erelgnty was increasingly threatened by Russian encroachment and intrigue 
and (consequently) also British meddling. 

Establishing closer control over eastern Anatolia entailed a protracted 
struggle with Kurdish tribal leaders and landowners. In a modified form, 
breaking down Kurdish socioeconomic networks was one of the main 
aims of the attack on ethnic Kurdishness from the mid-1920s onwards. 
The nineteenth century watershed of the process was the so-called second 
Ottoman invasion of Kurdistan in the 1830s and 1840s, a state campaign 
against the virtually autonomous Kurdish principalities of eastern Ana- 
tolia. Many thousands of noncombatants were killed alongside men of 
fighting age, and the Ottoman military campaign also involved mass con- 
scription of Kurds and commandeering of Kurdish property. It resulted in 
the alienation from the state of many ordinary Kurds and their traditional 
leaders, and vigorous resistance led by the greatest of the emirs, Bedr 
Khan.? (Cilicia too from the 1840s saw an assault on Muslim derebeys, 
or “lords of the valley,” and attempts to forcibly settle their tribal support 
base. These measures were initially concluded in 1865 by the iron fist of 
the Ottoman “reform division.”*) 

Given the ethnic mix of eastern Anatolia, it is impossible to extricate 
the “Armenian question” from this “Kurdish question.” The state’s con- 
frontation with parts of its Kurdish population was punctuated by periodic 
attempts, notably at various points from the late 1870s through to the close 
of the Greco-Turkish war, to appeal to Kurdish sentiment by way of play- 
ing Kurds off against the Armenian community. The latter was looming 
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increasingly large as the subject of Armenian nationalist claims, and was 
simultaneously being ever more exposed as a seemingly “alien” Christian 
constituency within a Muslim state, as the traditional Ottoman theoc- 
racy disintegrated and was replaced by a state doctrine based first on the 
unity of Muslims and then an increasingly Turkish nationalism. (In light 
of the development of a specifically Turkish state nationalism from 1908 
onwards, Kurds would again be targeted as soon as the “Armenian ques- 
tion” appeared to have been solved, as they were briefly during 1916/17 
and again after the establishment of the Kemalist state.) The state’s use of 
Kurds and other, immigrant Muslims during that period as a weapon in the 
displacement, terrorization, and thinning out of the Armenian population 
can properly be viewed as a form of internal colonization. 


Population Policy and the Armenians in the Late Ottoman Empire 


Full consensus has yet to be established about the precise ideology of the 
Ittihad ve Terakki Cemiyeti (Committee of Union and Progress; CUP), the 
political faction that presided over the Ottoman state in the genocide pe- 
riod. The growing, exclusive Turkish nationalism among CUP leaders in 
the first decade of the twentieth century still seems to have foreseen, at least 
as a matter of pragmatism, the coexistence of different Muslim groups un- 
der a modernizing Turkish hegemony. For our purposes, “Ittihadism” was 
only the latest attempted “solution” to the challenges posed by the decline 
of Ottoman power. The first far-reaching such attempt was the famous 
Tanzimat reform period (c. 1839-76), which brought with it the theoretical 
introduction of inter-religious equality as well as promises of greater social 
justice and economic and administrative reform. It was a program of bring- 
ing the empire “up to speed” to compete within a burgeoning international 
system in which the more efficient armies, industries, and administrations 
of the European powers, informed by the Enlightenment and scientific ad- 
vancement, and in the French, British, and German cases by nationalism, 
gave them colossal competitive advantages over the Ottomans.® Reforms 
for non-Muslims were seen as an essential measure in tying the interests 
of those communities in with the future of the state and thus undermining 
impulses towards secessionism. Reforming the eastern provinces of Ana- 
tolia was increasingly important, since the disastrous Russo-Turkish War 
of 1828/29 had illustrated quite what a tenuous control the Ottomans had 
over their border regions. 

As we have already seen, key attempts at centralization and reform, as 
manifested most graphically in the “second invasion of Kurdistan,” contrib- 
uted to a deterioration of relations between Turks and Kurds. Moreover, 
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beyond specific urban centers and regions, the envisaged reforms did not 
materialize in eastern Anatolia, owing to nonimplementation by Ottoman 
provincial officials reliant on the support of, or even under the control 
of, local Muslim notables with an interest in the status quo. “Reform” 
even resulted in a worsening of the condition of parts of the peasantry, 
particularly the Armenians. In the case of eastern Anatolia, the compara- 
tively tolerant religious tradition of Bedr Khan was replaced by the rule of 
often militant sheikhs of Sufi orders. Reforms further affected relations 
between both groups and Armenians as the delicate, hierarchical bal- 
ance between Christians and Muslims was upset. Various institutional- 
ized abuses of Armenians, which had always been present as Muslims 
exploited their religiously determined social superiority over Christians, 
now intensified as the former perceived the Armenians to be the beneficia- 
ries of the reforms threatening the traditional order.’ Thus, for instance, 
the abusive practice of Kurdish nomads “wintering” in Armenian quar- 
ters—their unwilling hosts given no say in the matter—persisted despite 
legislation to the contrary in 1842, for the nomads regarded it is a he- 
reditary right. Meanwhile, the breakdown in the client-protector system 
meant that many Kurdish tribes simply began to pillage, kidnap, and rape 
on a much greater scale than before. Such antagonism exhibited by a 
formerly superordinate group is a common phenomenon when inherently 
unequal social systems begin to fragment.’ 

The Tanzimat also failed to pull Turkey out of its economic mire: for 
instance, the Ottoman Public Debt Administration was established in 1881, 
giving Europeans extensive control over Ottoman fiscal policy to ensure 
repayment of defaulted loans. Moreover, the reforms could not strengthen 
the empire sufficiently to prevent territorial losses accompanying Balkan 
nationalist secessions and renewed Russo-Turkish war during the “east- 
ern crisis” of 1875-78. The effective independence of Bulgaria, Romania, 
Montenegro, and Serbia cost Istanbul its most populous, richest, and most 
fertile provinces, moved the empire’s center of gravity decisively away from 
its previous location in the southeastern Balkan provinces and into Ana- 
tolia, and changed the demographic profile of the empire away from its 
previous slight Christian majority. In consequence of these developments, 
many Ottoman leaders and the earliest Turkish nationalists began looking 
more and more to the east, retrospectively reformulating those regions as 
the seedbed of the Muslim-Turkish people, and the center for its future re- 
newal. At the same time, the Ottoman loss to Russia of further territories 
(with substantial Armenian populations) in the Caucasus reminded Istan- 
bul that Anatolia was far from secure. The presence of a mass of Arme- 
nians on the Ottoman side of the new border was increasingly problematic 
for the state because of Russian overtures to the Armenians, which in turn 
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had precipitated the “internationalization” of the Armenian question at 
the 1878 Congress of Berlin. By stipulating reforms protecting the Arme- 
nians in eastern Anatolia (as a British device to forestall further Russian 
Intervention in the area), the Treaty of Berlin simply enhanced Ottoman 
suspicion about Armenian loyalty to the state. Each of these great shifts 
provided part of the context for the official endorsement by the last signifi- 
cant sultan, Abdiilhamid I, of the doctrine of pan-Islamism, which sought 
to galvanize the empire’s Muslims into a more coherent religious political 
community and would have negative ramifications for Muslim-Christian 
and particularly Muslim-Armenian relations.!° 

Armenian grievances at Berlin centered on the many arbitrary cruelties 
suffered in the rural areas at the hands of local officials and particularly 
Kurds. Worse was yet to come, for from the Crimean war onwards, but 
at an accelerated rate from 1875-78, the Anatolian population was being 
swollen with Muslim refugees from the Balkans and from the Caucasus, 
the latter including particularly Circassians and “Crimean Tatars” who 
had been subject to considerable brutality at Russian hands during their 
expulsion." Such refugees—muhajirs—provided an aggressive anti-Chris- 
tian constituency from which the government made appointments to local 
administrative posts and that went on to form part of the gendarmerie that 
would figure prominently in killing Armenians during World War I. They 
also included some of the foremost proponents of the irredentist ideology 
of pan-Turkism that was later adopted by some CUP leaders,” many of 
whom themselves originated in peripheral or lost Ottoman lands.!4 While 
the high death rate amongst these immigrants illustrates that they were not 
well provided for by the Ottoman government, there was a knock-on effect 
for many Armenians whose lands were allocated to muhayjirs and also ap- 
propriated in little more than legalized theft by sedentarizing Kurds.’5 

In Turkish ethnic memory, the suffering and dislocation experienced 
by muhajirs in 1875-78 is known as the sdkiimii, the great “unweaving.”!6 
Notonly did most of the refugees head for Anatolia; for many it was their 
second eviction, if they had originally fled from the Caucasus to the Bal- 
kans. The government offered incentives for many of these to settle along 
rail routes,’’ and the policy of settling muhajirs in Armenian areas appears 
to have become systematic, putting more pressure on the land and increas- 
ing Armenian insecurity of life and property.’ Between 1870 and 1910, 
some 100,000 Armenians emigrated, and between 1890 and 1910 at least 
741,000 hectares of Armenian property were illegally taken or confiscated 
by representatives of the state.!9 

As it transpired, the failure of the great powers to enforce the reform 
clauses of the treaty of Berlin, and the worsening plight of provincial 
Armenians thereafter, led in turn to the formation of Armenian nationalist 
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parties from the 1880s onwards. These parties owed much to radical 
Russian influences, including the use of terrorism, and they pursued their 
interpretation of Ottoman Armenian interest without undue concern for 
the security of ordinary Armenians. Their actions, and the ill-conceived 
and inconsistent intervention of the European powers, provided the 
immediate catalysts (though not, of course, the underlying causes and 
certainly not the justification) for a series of massacres of, in total, at 
least 80,000 Anatolian Armenians in 1894-96, permitted and tacitly 
encouraged by Abdiilhamid as a sort of combined means of ethnic 
warning, “punishment,” and “cull” of a community that he feared might 
follow the path of Balkan separatism.*° 

Abdiulhamid’s pan-Islamism was more properly a pan-Sunniism, an 
appeal to the majority Muslim grouping of the empire. Groups such as the 
heterodox Alevis, many of whom were ethnically Kurdish, were subject to 
an orchestrated attempt to assimilate them into the Sunni community.”! 
Pan-Islamism spelt a rapprochement with the majority of the Kurds by way 
of reversing centrifugal tendencies among them, while Abdiilhamid simul- 
taneously promoted a large number of Kurdish leaders in order to prevent 
intra-Kurdish unity.** 

One method of establishing central influence over Kurdish tribes was 
the establishment in 1891 of a number of Kurdish cavalry regiments bear- 
ing the sultan’s name—the Hamidiye. These rapidly grew in manpower to 
more than thirty thousand in a region in which regular troops and police 
were sparse, which was an ominous sign for Armenians who had already 
suffered so many unlawful attacks. European observers agreed that the 
Hamidiye had been established in response to the development over the 
previous years of Armenian revolutionary and self-defense groups, and 
combating the parties and their actions would certainly form one of the 
areas of Hamidiye activity.*? They were gifted grazing areas along the Rus- 
sian border, underlining their nature as a sort of border militia designed 
to create an Islamic barrier between Russia and the Armenians.** They 
also took advantage of their effective immunity from prosecution and lo- 
cal control—it is in any case debatable how much central control could 
realistically have been brought to bear—to plunder and terrorize widely in 
Armenian villages. 

Strategic muhajir settlement and the creation of the Hamidiye bear 
comparison with Russian colonial practices. The use of Cossack and Rus- 
sian settlers in the Caucasus, Siberia, and central Asia was a standard 
method of consolidating control of conquered regions. Armed colonists 
provided willing militias to expel native populations and thereby incorpo- 
rate their lands into greater Russia.** In eastern Anatolia, Ottoman poli- 
cles were aimed at consolidating Ottoman control over lands whose future 


332 Donald Bloxham 


disposition had been threatened in the eastern crisis. At the same time, over 
and above the death toll of the 1894-96 massacres, the Armenian popula- 
tion was declining relative to its own prior growth trajectory as a result of 
flight, generally to Russian territory. 

Despite the hopes temporarily raised by the rise to power of the con- 
stitutionalist CUP, the factors that had contributed to this demographic 
restructuring of eastern Anatolia were not addressed, for at no time was 
the CUP prepared to alienate its majority Muslim constituency by reforms 
favoring Christians.*® Further, almost immediately upon the CUP’s as- 
sumption of power in 1908, the empire received another major blow as 
Bosnia-Herzegovina was formally annexed by Austria-Hungary, and Bul- 
garia declared its full independence. The shock gave impetus to drastic 
reform measures, including the idea of a new “national economy”—a cen- 
trally controlled and independent system, based partly on the ideas of the 
German theorist Friedrich List.*” For the CUP, this increasingly implied 
the removal of Christian economic influence. The year 1909 saw abortive 
moves to impose trade boycotts against the Ottoman Greeks, as boycotts 
had been used in reprisal against Austria-Hungary. The rationale was to 
increase the number of Muslim artisans and merchants at the expense of 
the Christians.”° 

The need to develop a Turkish middle class was made explicit in CUP 
policy in 1914, at the climax of a period of de facto economic warfare be- 
tween some Ottoman Greeks and Muslims. This was concluded in favor of 
the Muslims in 1913/14 and 1915/16 by a combination of population engi- 
neering and economic appropriation, using boycotts, murders, terrorization, 
and then deportation of parts of the western Anatolian Greek population, 
which was cast as increasingly suspect by its ties to mainland Greece.’? At 
least a million Greeks left western Anatolia with a substantial death toll.°° 
Thus, a “new Turkish bourgeoisie” was to be brought into being, comple- 
menting the move towards an Islamicized peasantry in the eastern provinces 
and offering the two vital elements that would hopefully contribute to a 
modernizing, Muslim-Turkic national economy in Anatolia.*? 

Armenians too might have been awakened to the limited prospects for 
reform under the CUP when in the spring of 1909 between 10,000 and 
20,000 Armenians were murdered in Cilicia against the backdrop of an 
antiregime insurgency by some liberals and some Islamists.°* Beyond the 
massacres, a law on political associations now prohibited the formation 
of organizations with non-Turkish national aims.*? Measures of enforced 
cultural Turkification, revolving particularly around language use, were 
introduced during 1910 and 1911, and Turkic and other Muslim refugees 
were encouraged to settle around transport lines, as their predecessors had 
been after the “eastern crisis.”>4 


Internal Colonization, Inter-imperial Conflict and the Armenian Genocide 399 





The Balkan wars of 1912/13 signified the death of any vestige of CUP 
pluralism.» A further coup in January 1913 in the context of Ottoman de- 
feat reestablished the CUP, which had earlier been voted out of office, and 
made it into an effective one-party dictatorship under the triumvirate of 
Talat as minister of the interior, Enver as minister of defense, and Cemal as 
minister of the marine and governor of Syria, guided behind the scenes by 
the party central committee. This was a triumph for those whom Mehmet 
Siikrii Hanioglu identifies as the more ruthless “activists” in the ranks.°° 
The wars and their associated ethnic cleansing, with Muslims the primary 
victims, accelerated the influx of refugees into Anatolia as the remaining 
key Rumelian lands of Macedonia and even Muslim Albania were torn 
away. The loss of the latter province—a Muslim one—further encouraged 
the development of a specifically Turkish ethnic nationalism in the CUP as 
opposed to a more religiously based Muslim identity. And as the conflicts 
cast Muslim-Christian relations into the sharpest of relief, with widespread 
Christian draft evasion and Ottoman Bulgarian and Greek soldiers swap- 
ping sides to fight alongside their ethnoreligious brethren, deportations 
were sanctioned of small groups of Christians from the vicinity of military 
communications routes.’’ Finally, the end of the wars saw the resurrected 
vision of externally enforced reform in the eastern Anatolian provinces. 
Another reform plan was promoted with self-interested Russian support by 
the Catholicos of All Armenians, whose Holy See was at Etchmiadzin in 
Russian Armenia.*® The final package, agreed in February 1914, provided 
for two European inspectors to oversee reforms including prohibition of 
further encroachments by muhajirs and greater security of Armenian life 
and property. 

The subsequent Ottoman entry into World War I bespeaks firstly a do- 
or-die effort to eradicate external influences in the empire. On entry, the 
reform plan was annulled alongside the Public Debt Administration and 
the “capitulations,” those extraterritorial privileges enjoyed by citizens of 
the great powers living in Turkey and sometimes passed on to individual 
Ottoman Christians in the service of the powers.*? Secondly, war provided 
an Opportunity to reinvigorate the empire by the incorporation of Turkic 
populations to the north and east at the expense of Russia, thus further 
accentuating the radical change that had already occurred in its ethnic pro- 
file. The Armenians were dangerously exposed on all counts. 


War and Genocide 


By the time of the Balkan wars, the CUP had become obsessed with the 
twin issues of the ethnic makeup of the empire and potential ethnic-based 
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threats to its integrity. Talat’s Ministry of the Interior conducted exten- 
sive demographic and ethnological surveys of the population, mapping out 
Anatolia, Cilicia and the Arab provinces according to the makeup of the 
population. The titles of the two governmental bodies most closely involved 
in the ordering and administration of the major Armenian deportations 
during World War I—that is, those deportations beyond the ones ordered 
by the military from inside or within the vicinity of actual war zones—re- 
flect the twofold concern with ethnicity and “ethnic security.” Both were in 
the Interior Ministry. One was the Directorate for the Settlement of Tribes 
and Immigrants (Iskant Asayir ve Muhacirin Miidiriyyeti; IAMM), which 
had been established in 1913 to marshal the settlement of muhajirs fleeing 
the Balkan wars and the new Balkan states. The other was the Director- 
ate for General Security (Emniyyeti Umumtyye Miidirtyyeti). Together, as 
well as overseeing the deportation of the Armenians, these organizations 
would be involved during the First World War in the movement around the 
empire of Circassians; Albanian, Bosnian, and Georgian Muslims; Kurds; 
“Gypsies”; Arabs; and Jews, for various purposes ranging from punish- 
ment to assimilation to—in the Circassian case, for example—protection 
of transport links against attacks by some Arab groups.*° 

Even within this larger matrix of population movement the Armenian 
fate was clearly different, because of both the extent and murderous intent 
of the deportations. The destruction of the smaller Christian “Assyrian” 
population ts the closest parallel to the murder of the Armenians, though 
the latter was somewhat more systematic. Much of the killing, rape, and 
dispossession of Armenian deportees, parenthetically, was the preserve 
of the irregular, paramilitary Teskilatt Mahsusa, or Special Organiza- 
tion. Army units were also involved, as were some Kurdish tribes and 
muhajirs who murdered and plundered on their own initiative once the 
Armenians had effectively been declared fair game by the CUP’s decision 
to deport them. The epithet genocide is applicable to the Armenian case 
specifically because of the combination of the two elements of wholesale 
deportation, or “ethnic cleansing,” and purposive physical destruction 
by systematic massacre. 

Whatever had gone before in terms of the radicalization of the CUP 
and the exacerbation of the Armenian question, however, the Armenian 
genocide was not predestined by August 1914, the time of the secret CUP 
military pact with Germany. That month was marked by the beginning of 
ruthless war requisitioning, in which the Ottoman Christian communities 
were disproportionately targeted, in an indirect continuation of the earlier 
practice of economic dispossession.*! Direct killing on a large scale by Ot- 
toman forces only developed sporadically in the provinces bordering Russia 
and Persia from November 1914, and men were initially the prime target. 
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The great deportations from eastern Anatolia began only in June 1915 (and 
from Cilicia in April-May), from western Anatolia in late summer, and 
from Thrace in the autumn. In between, in addition to the aforementioned 
acts of killing, vicious and repeated arms searches were conducted, Arme- 
nian soldiers serving in the Ottoman army were disarmed and assigned to 
labor battalions from February 1915, and, particularly from late April, 
Armenian political and communal leaders were incarcerated. 

In general terms, genocide developed out of an Ottoman policy of eth- 
nic “reprisal”—meaning deliberately collective “punitive” measures—in- 
formed partly by experience and knowledge of links between Armenian 
nationalists and Entente sponsors, but, more importantly, by simple ethnic 
stereotypes of Armenian disloyalty. Anti-Armenian policy intensified with 
every Entente military advance or success. This was the pattern following 
initial small-scale Russian incursions into Ottoman territory in November, 
the famous Ottoman defeat at the turn of 1914/15 at the battle of Sarika- 
mish in the Caucasus, the initial Anglo-French assaults on the outer forts of 
the Dardanelles in March 1915, the near simultaneous Russian successes in 
Persia, the Gallipoli landings immediately prior to 24 April 1915 (the day 
commemorated as the beginning of the genocide),** and, finally, the Russian 
advance into the Anatolian interior throughout May and June—indeed, all 
of the watersheds identified in the genocide historiography.* 

The broader immediate context was a war in the region that was cast 
along ethnic lines, with each major combatant trying to stimulate anti- 
imperial insurgency on ethnic-nationalist grounds in their opponents’ ter- 
ritory. Jihad, or holy war, was announced by the Ottoman government 
(with German encouragement) to arouse the Muslim subjects of Britain 
and Russia, which was conceptually comparable, for instance, to British 
sponsorship of the Arab revolt or German appeals to Ukrainian or Geor- 
gian nationalists. Russia, too, tried to instrumentalize Armenians, and 
some Kurds, in Ottoman territory. In September 1914, Armenian volunteer 
battalions were formed to fight alongside the Russian army.** These were 
composed of men from the territories taken by Russia in 1878, or who had 
fled to the Caucasus more recently from Ottoman rule. Similar forces were 
set up on the Persian border. They could provide intelligence and advice 
on the terrain and, as has been ignored in the literature, a stimulus to their 
Ottoman Armenian brethren to take up arms.*° 

Yet the element of state “security,” however subjectively conceived, 
clearly should not be singled out in the obliteration of the Armenians. The 
Russian attempt to incite some Ottoman Armenians against their rulers was 
not particularly successful, as we shall see shortly; more importantly, no 
other people suffered as extensively as did the Armenians during the war, 
so further factors must be taken into account. “Security” only assumed its 
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significance because of the linkage in CUP thought with the drive for ethnic 
homogeneity and national territorial integrity in the Ottoman “heartlands,” 
and for political and economic independence for Turks as an ethnic-na- 
tional group. From the CUP’s perspective the prospect of some Ottoman 
Armenians joining with advancing Entente forces could be forestalled if the 
Armenian population as a whole could be removed, but if they could be per- 
manently removed this would render redundant any future British or Rus- 
sian rationales for intervention or even a protectorate. It would then leave 
Muslims in sole occupation of the land (and of Armenian property). 

As already hinted, the Russian sponsoring of Armenian insurgency 
bore only limited results, and certainly did not stimulate the “civil war” of- 
ten invoked in Turkish nationalist literature. For the most part, such erup- 
tions as there were initially in the interior—for example, Armenian assaults 
on the gendarmerie or the cutting of telegraph cables from late 1914— 
were comparatively minor, suggesting a lack both of enthusiasm among 
the wider Armenian population and of large-scale organization.*® Probably 
the most discernible phenomenon would have been the widespread deser- 
tions.*” Importantly, the jihad was largely unsuccessful too. Ottoman and 
German agitation did bear a little fruit in parts of Azerbaijan*® and other 
locations in the Caucasus around the turn of 1914/15, where advancing 
Ottoman forces were joined by several thousand Muslims.*? The brutal 
Russian response included expelling suspect Muslim communities over the 
Ottoman border, and doubtless also massacre.*® This in itself further ex- 
acerbated the ethnic situation inside the Ottoman Empire. From at least 
early April, for example, the Muslim refugees from Russian reprisals were 
settled in Armenian dwellings in the Mush district of Bitlis,°! mirroring a 
pattern of tit-for-tat expulsions that had occurred in November 1914 on 
the Persian-Ottoman border. * 

For their part, the weight and viciousness of Ottoman responses to 
incidents sparked off internally or by the approach of Russian forces with 
Armenian volunteer units can be inferred from official references to the 
dispatch of “militia and tribal forces” or “punishment units.”°°? Otto- 
man forces had no compunction about rationalizing the severest methods 
to “completely crush” any incidents lest they assume more than “merely 
regional proportions,”°* including taking “rigorous measures against the 
families of deserters and traitors,” and punishing “severely peasants who 
support these outlaws.”*°> This policy formed the background to the most 
contested episode in the prehistory of the Armenian genocide, the large- 
scale Armenian rising from mid-April in a quarter of the key strategic city 
of Van, an episode concluded successfully in mid-May with the retreat of 
the Ottoman besiegers in the face of a Russian advance, but also with the 
murder of many Muslims as well as Armenians. 
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At the end of March the governor of Van, Cevdet, accompanied by 
several thousand soldiers and Kurdish and Circassian irregulars, returned 
from unsuccessful campaigning in Persia, where Armenian volunteer bat- 
talions had been instrumental in his defeat. On 17 April, he responded to 
a minor occurrence in the Shatakh district of the province by dispatching 
his forces to annihilate the Armenians there, but the ill-disciplined irregu- 
lar forces opted instead to attack closer Armenian settlements,°° and the 
ensuing chain of massacres drove the Van Armenians to their resistance.°’ 
Cevdet was attempting to isolate the city from the outlying districts of the 
province,°® and crush any sign of trouble with extreme, indiscriminate, 
vengeful violence. Thus to ascribe the hatching of a plan to either side is 
thus wrong: ina terrible circularity, the Van Armenians, trying to maintain 
an escape route towards Persia, were driven to action by the very ethnic “re- 
prisal” measures Cevdet used to crush the putative Armenian threat. The 
simultaneous development of the Van rising and of the wider war would 
have even more extreme ramifications. 

On 2 May, the Ottoman military leadership requested of the Interior 
Ministry that Armenfrans in “rebellious” areas in Van either be forced over 
the Russian border or dispersed in Anatolia. As well as addressing the 
problem of insurgency, it was argued, this would provide revenge for the 
earlier Russian treatment of Muslims, while vacating homes for those refu- 
gees.’ A week later, the Interior Ministry issued corresponding orders for 
Van and parts of neighboring Erzurum and Bitlis provinces in the face of 
the Russian advance, thus extending the policy de facto begun in Mush in 
April.®© Indeed, from the beginning of May, as Russian troops crossed the 
border®! and Cevdet’s forces retreated, Armenians were evicted from the 
rural border regions of the province of Erzurum, whereupon their villages 
were indeed resettled with Muslims. 

During the conclusive days of the Van conflict—16-18 M ay—the In- 
terior Ministry instructed the governor of Erzurum to deport those Arme- 
nians thus far evicted within the province southward to southern Mosul, 
Der Zor, and Urfa provinces.®? On 23 May, as the Russians and some 
Armenian volunteers pushed on from Van towards Bitlis, this decision 
was extended throughout the provinces in closest proximity to Russian 
forces: Erzurum, Van, and Bitlis.** This was an absolutely critical period 
in the extension of anti-Armenian measures, as this author has argued 
elsewhere.®? On 26 May, the Supreme Military Command contacted the 
Interior Ministry, referring to an oral decision for the deportation south- 
wards of Armenian from the eastern provinces, and other areas of high 
Armenian concentration, to the regions south of Diyarbakir province.® 
(In precise contrast to settlement policies involving muhajirs in previous 
years, the deportees were not supposed to settle within twenty-five miles 
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of the railway lines.) Simultaneously, Talat sought the enactment of legisla- 
tion legitimating deportations. A “provisional law” was promulgated on 27 
May, permitting the military to order deportations according to “military 
necessity.”°’ At the beginning of July, as the deportations expanded, so did 
the reception area for the deportees. It now incorporated the provinces of 
modern-day Syria, with the stipulation that the Armenians not exceed 10 
percent of the overall population, thus the easier to be marginalized and/or 
assimilated.® (This practice of proportionality was also enforced by the 
IAMM inthe settlement of Bosnian and Albanian Muslims in Anatolia.®) 

For many, deportation wasa sentence of death by euphemism, meaning 
expulsion to desert lands where no provision had been or would be made 
for the deportees. Worse still, however, the defenseless deportees from the 
eastern Anatolian provinces continued to be met with the massacres, rape, 
plunder, and theft at the hands of the Ottoman military and irregulars that 
had by that point become common practice in the ethnic “reprisal” policy. 
Barely 20 percent would reach their desert destinations. The same is not 
true of the deportees from the western Anatolian provinces and Cilicia, 
who passed relatively unmolested to their desert fates of disease and depri- 
vation.’ A further round of massacres in 1916 accounted for many of the 
refugees scratching out an existence in the famine-blighted and disease-rid- 
den concentration centers of Syria and Mesopotamia.” 

The small pockets of Armenians not subjected to deportation, beyond 
the relatively large numbers left untouched in Istanbul, were somewhat dis- 
proportionately composed of Catholics and Protestants, separate from the 
majority Armenian Apostolic group. In any case, these isolated and trau- 
matized communities were insufficient to forma genuine national presence. 
Others exempted from the deportations included some who had converted 
to Islam, though the authorities deported many deemed to have converted 
only out of necessity.’* The converted numbered perhaps between perhaps 
5 and 10 percent of the Ottoman Armenians, the majority of whom were 
children and women of childbearing age brought into Muslim households, 
and who in the process had their names changed by way of absorption into 
the new national community.’”? The women and many of the girls were to 
be subject to forced marriage and/or sexual slavery in a horrific form of 
colonization of the female body. 

From June onwards, the Ministry of the Interior directed the auction- 
ing of Armenian property to local Muslims” and also the donation of 
formerly Armenian housing to accommodate Muslims whose own houses 
had been destroyed.” In some places, as we have seen, the Armenian pop- 
ulation was replaced en bloc with muhajirs.’© Elsewhere, Armenian land 
and property was simply taken over by the local Muslim population and/ 
or elites. Overall, of course, the most important aspect of the Armenian 
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genocide for the Ottoman state was the creation of a demographic fait ac- 
compli in Anatolia and Cilicia. 
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(GENOCIDAL IMPULSES AND FANTASIES 
IN IMPERIAL RUSSIA 


Robert Geraci 


aphael Lemkin, who coined the word genocide, defined it as follows in 

his 1944 book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: “Generally speaking, 
genocide does not necessarily mean the immediate destruction of a nation, 
except when accomplished by mass killing of all the members of the nation. 
It is intended rather to signify a coordinated plan of different actions aimed 
at destruction of the essential foundations of the life of national groups, 
with the aim of annihilating the groups themselves.” Component actions 
of such a plan, Lemkin wrote, would be those that pursue “the disintegra- 
tion of the political and social institutions, of culture, language, national 
feelings, religion, and the economic existence of national groups, and the 
destruction of personal security, liberty, health, dignity, and the lives of 
individuals belonging to such groups.”! This formulation is spacious and 
inclusive in at least three notable ways, belying the frequently held notion 
that the label is only for the most dramatic crimes resembling the Nazi 
Holocaust: 1) genocide includes not just the physical murder of peoples, 
but also their cultural and/or moral destruction as well; 2) such destruction 
may be undertaken or aimed for immediately, or it can be caused to occur 
gradually over a long period; and 3) genocide is defined by intentions, aims, 
and objectives as much as (if not more than) by results. 

Such a definition undermines the common notion that any investiga- 
tion of possible genocide in Russian history need be concerned only with 
the Soviet era. In the tsarist era as well, the list of hardships imposed by 
the Russian Empire on its constituent peoples contains much that would 
seem to fall into one or more of Lemkin’s categories. It is hardly surprising 
that the geopolitical, military, and economic challenges of forging and set- 
tling an empire that at its apogee would cover one-sixth of the Earth’s land 
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would lead to willful actions toward the physical destruction of some peo- 
ples and communities. Such actions included outright massacres (usually 
in border regions being annexed); the serfdom (slavery) of the vast major- 
ity of the population, and the low status and extreme poverty of peasants 
even after its abolition; Slavic encroachment and settlement on the lands of 
pastoral/nomadic peoples (such as the Bashkirs and Kazakhs); residence, 
property, and occupational restrictions on certain minority peoples (most 
consistently on Jews) with repercussions for subsistence; failure to discour- 
age (Or even active encouragement of) violent pogroms against minorities; 
and large-scale, forced relocations from border regions (primarily during 
wars). 

Likewise, the challenge of managing such an enormous multiethnic 
empire (particularly one connected by land, with no clear distinction be- 
tween “metropolis” and “colony”) all but inevitably gave rise to the pursuit 
of cultural homogeneity at the expense of minority identities, in the interest 
of both governability and insurance against national separatism that would 
threaten the empire’s existence. Actions threatening possible cultural or 
moral destruction of peoples included prohibitions or restrictions on the use 
of minority languages in schools (most notably Polish) or in the press (the 
Turkic languages); denial of the very existence of the Ukrainian language; 
sustained efforts at converting religious minorities to Russian Orthodoxy 
(by force, by material incentive, or by persuasion); the complete outlawing 
of some religions (Old Belief, sectarianism, Uniatism); bureaucratic control 
over all legal minority religions, and the weakening of their institutions 
through confiscation of property (in the case of the Catholic and Armenian 
churches); disenfranchisement of most non-Christian peoples in imperial 
and local administration, and ascription of lower status to them; and the 
punishment of expressions of minority identity as political crimes. 

Close scrutiny of almost any one of these policies or events, however, 
quickly reveals difficulties in applying Lemkin’s definition. Can we always 
discern when an action truly aims for the “destruction” or “disintegration” 
of a people or culture, one might ask, as opposed to simply its weakening 
or (more neutrally) its adaptation to new circumstances? Do we need ac- 
tual proof of such destructive intentions, or are they self-evident in certain 
actions and policies?*? What exactly constitutes a “coordinated plan”—of 
how many different actions must it consist, and how well must it be orga- 
nized (are poorly coordinated regimes like tsarist Russia incapable of geno- 
cide)? In the absence of documentation, can the genocidal “coordination” 
of actions be inferred from circumstantial evidence? Are there not single 
actions (besides actual murder) that seem sufficiently destructive in them- 
selves to constitute genocide? What about actions in which destruction 1s 
not exactly intended but is more the result of negligence? 


Genocidal Impulses and Fantasies in Imperial Russia os) 


In light of these difficulties (which are not particular to the Russian 
case), I propose that the study of genocidal impulses and fantasies can 
be a useful bridge between intentionalist and structuralist approaches to 
genocide, and a way of rescuing the historical study of genocide from its 
preoccupation with labeling and moving it further toward meaningful 
analysis.’ As expressions of genocidal imagination and desire that might 
never be acted upon, genocidal impulses or fantasies are certainly not 
tantamount to crimes. Often, in the psyches of those who express them, 
they never even rise to the status of intentions. We may think of them, 
rather, as motivations without immediate intent—in other words, “poten- 
tial intentions.” Usually they are not acted upon directly—often for lack 
of opportunity (they are usually the expressions of individuals, whereas 
genocidal actions are normally the work of large groups or institutions, if 
not a state)—but they can help us to explain why people allow genocidal 
events to happen, either by “structural” processes or by the actions of 
other people. 

This chapter is devoted to describing impulses of this sort that I have 
come across in my study of tsarist Russia as a multiethnic empire, and some 
patterns that might be discerned in them. It focuses on the conceptualiza- 
tion of genocide more than its realization, by examining three different 
kinds of expressions: proposals for genocidal or protogenocidal actions 
that were not acted upon by those who proposed them, the figurative (even 
subconscious) genocide enacted by linguistic practices, and fantasies about 
the disappearance of minority peoples through cultural change. Insofar as 
the Russian state did engage in behavior that can be described as genocidal 
(by either structuralist or intentionalist definitions, or both), these expres- 
sions can be seen as part of an overall landscape or climate contributing to 
the possibility of genocide during the era of imperialism. 


The Imperial Origins of Ethnic Cleansing 


One of the most common methods of genocide is the forced physical dis- 
placement of peoples. Often designed to rid one ethnically defined com- 
munity of another’s presence, such relocations threaten fundamentally 
the moral, cultural, and physical well-being of the group displaced. “Even 
when forced deportation is not genocidal in its intent,” writes Norman 
Naimark, “it is often genocidal in its effects.”* People are killed when they 
resist leaving their homes and homelands; those in charge of transporting 
them in large numbers to a new destination typically have little concern 
for their welfare. Hunger, disease, cold, and inadequate sanitation may 
take a significant number of lives. Rare is the case of forced relocation not 
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undertaken ina manner that makes mass death inevitable, and even such a 
case is likely to be extremely destructive in cultural and moral terms. 

Considerable attention has been paid to deportations and reprisals 
against ethnically defined population groups in Soviet history, especially 
under Stalin.° Similar actions committed previously by the tsarist/imperial 
state, however, have received much less attention. Scholars such as Peter 
Gatrell and Eric Lohr have recently published pathbreaking works on the 
behavior of the tsarist state, army, and society during the First World War, 
when major population groups in the western war zone such as Poles, Jews, 
and Germans, branded as “unreliable,” were subject to violence, expro- 
priation of property, and forced dispersal into Russia’s interior.® In spite 
of a developing consensus that World War I was the context in which such 
systematic population manipulations became habitual in Russia, it appears 
that new ways of manipulating subject populations were at least experi- 
mented with several decades earlier in the imperial borderlands. The most 
prominent example is the large-scale expulsion and massacre of native 
mountain peoples from the northwest Caucasus in the early 1860s, which 
I will discuss shortly. 

To be sure, Russian imperial expansion had already for centuries 
brought violence and death to border-dwelling peoples during conquests, 
In particular, in the areas of eastward and southward (i.e., Asian) conquest, 
beginning in 1552 with Ivan the Terrible’s “Gathering of the Lands of the 
Golden Horde”—the conquest of the successor khanates to the Mongol- 
Tatar empire that had held Russia in dependence from the thirteenth to 
the fifteenth centuries. By overthrowing the Muslim khanates of Kazan, 
Astrakhan, and Siberia in a short period of time and annexing their lands 
and peoples directly to Muscovy, Russia sought the settling of old scores as 
well as initiating a Christianizing and civilizing mission in Eurasia. These 
campaigns, in which hundreds and thousands of potential resisters were 
slaughtered, subjugated, co-opted, and converted by Russia’s armies, rul- 
ers, and clergy, paved the way for Russia to stretch eastward through the 
Volga region, the Urals, and Siberia, and then (with the belated overthrow 
of the khanate of Crimea in 1783) southward to the Caspian and Black 
Seas, a process that occupied Russia in a long series of wars with the Per- 
sian and Ottoman Empires in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.’ 

By the nineteenth century, Russia had become the fulcrum of what Mi- 
chael Geyer and Charles Bright have called a “Eurasian zone of violence, 
with its focal points in Afghanistan, Transcaucasia, and the Caucasus, 
and extending westward into the Near East and into Southeastern Europe, 
where it became the flash point for major European wars.”® The protracted 
nineteenth-century war in the Caucasus, which by most accounts began in 
1801 and ended only in 1864, was waged essentially to secure the territorial 
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gains Russia had made in Transcaucasia at the expense of the Persian and 
Ottoman Empires between the beginning of Georgia’s protectorate status 
(1783) and the Treaties of Turkmanchai (1828) and Adrianople (1829). The 
more the Russians had invested in winning each piece of Transcaucasian 
territory, the more fiercely they fought to establish control of the mountain- 
ous north that connected those conquests to Russia proper; yet the closer 
their annexations came to the mountain peoples, the more the latter fought 
off conquest. The Russians’ chief challenge was the murid movement: the 
union of Muslim tribes of the eastern Caucasus (Chechens, Avars, Lezghins, 
Dagestanis, and others) that in 1829 declared a holy war (ghazavat) of resis- 
tance against Russia. The movement’s most famous leader was the charis- 
matic sheikh Shamil, who took control in 1834 and persisted for twenty-five 
years until his capture by the Russians in 1859.’ 

The peoples on the northwestern, Black Sea side of the Caucasus (the 
Circassians, Kabardins, Adyge, Nogais, and others’) were somewhat less 
organized in their resistance to Russia, but beginning in the 1830s, they be- 
gan to receive support and encouragement from covert operatives of Great 
Britain, Russia’s rival in the “Great Game” for dominance in this Eurasian 
zone.!! This situation continued into the Crimean War (1853-55), in which 
Britain and France allied with the Ottomans to put a check on Russian 
expansion. Even worse for Russia, during the war Shamil made overtures 
to the British and French to join forces in their mutual efforts against Rus- 
sia. Although the Europeans declined the offer, and the Russian army did 
eventually capture Shamil after the war, the naval defeat at Sevastopol and 
the ensuing Treaty of Paris (1856) were a disaster for Russia, freezing its 
longtime ambitions to control the Black Sea and shattering the prestige it 
had enjoyed in Europe since its role in Napoleon’s defeat. 

Though historians often refer to post-1855 Russia as a lame duck (in 
this volume, Mark Levene calls it a “retreating empire”), in fact the em- 
pire—though humiliated—continued to advance and grow. Immediately 
following Shamil’s capture and the pacification of his followers, the tsar- 
ist army went into the northwestern Caucasus—whose peoples had not 
joined the murid movement and did not cease their resistance in 1859—to 
clear the entire area of the mountain tribes, lest these tribes continue to be 
used by the British to destabilize Russia’s presence, and to replace them 
with Cossacks and other Russian settlers who would be reliably loyal. The 
brutal last stage of Russia’s long war of Caucasian conquest was played 
out in an accelerated frenzy, an expression of Russia’s vengeance not only 
against the mountain peoples but also, in a sense, against Europe for its 
efforts to clip Russia’s wings in Asia and its condescending dismissal of 
Russia’s claim to be a European power. The expulsion plan, which had 
been discussed even before 1859, was carried out between 1860 and 1864." 
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The northwest Caucasus was cleared of virtually its entire indigenous pop- 
ulation: historians estimate that during this period as many as 700,000 
Circassians, Nogais, Kabardinians, Adygeis, and others emigrated to the 
Ottoman Empire either “voluntarily” (largely from fear and with strong 
Russian encouragement) or were forced out, and that any where from about 
half a million to 1.5 million more were slaughtered or perished in the pro- 
cess—including women, children, and entire communities who had never 
resisted the Russian advance.’ 

As soon as the Circassians were gone, the Russian army continued 
eastward into the borderland with Persia to begin conquering Turkestan 
(Central Asia), a stepwise process that took the next twenty years. By many 
accounts, the bloodiest stage in the conquest of Central Asia was the strug- 
gle against the Turkmen nomads east of the Caspian Sea from 1879 to 
1881. After a humiliating failed attempt to capture the fortress of G6k Tepe 
in 1879, the Russians returned under General Mikhail Skobelev on 12 Jan- 
uary 1881 and, even after seizing the fortress, proceeded to massacre some 
14,000 people, of whom most were either civilians who had been inside 
the fortress, or soldiers fleeing in surrender.” It is perhaps significant that 
the two-year G6k Tepe episode began on the heels of another diplomatic 
debacle, the Treaty of Berlin (1878) that, in the view of Geyer and Bright, 
continued the trajectory begun by Paris (1856) of western European intru- 
sion into what Russia saw as its private affairs along its borders with Asia." 
There may have been a pattern, then, in the role of diplomatic humiliation 
by Europe in triggering the most dramatic atrocities against border peoples 
during these years. 

An alternative explanation has been advanced by Peter Holquist, who 
has argued that the Circassian campaign—and therefore the state brutality 
against many Russian and Soviet subjects in the twentieth century that it 
foreshadowed—was the result of the introduction of a modern scientific 
worldview into the Russian military establishment. According to Holquist, 
expulsions and exterminations reflected the tsarist army’s interest in the 
strategic importance of certain populations in the empire (which he calls 
“population politics”), and further asserts that such acts could first be 
conceived only with the development of a particular way of knowing and 
thinking about the empire—“population statistics’—in which the military 
played a leading role. “The idea of extracting ‘elements’ of the population 
first became conceptually and practically possible,” Holquist writes, “only 
with the rising concern throughout the nineteenth century for a realm 
termed ‘the social’ and with the emergence of technologies for measuring 
and acting upon this realm. The rise of military statistics, in Russia and 
throughout Europe, was a critical link in this more general process.”!® By 
the 1860s, the new scientific mindset had achieved maturity and become 
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operable. “While the Russian empire had earlier practiced ‘demographic 
warfare,” Holquist asserts, “contemporaries saw [the Circassian] cam- 
paign’s breadth and systematic nature as marking a new departure. These 
measures aimed, one participant wrote, to subjugate the Caucasus ‘to such 
a finality of result as had never previously been seen.’”'” The clarity of 
intention and precision and thoroughness of execution that Holquist docu- 
ments in this episode are the same features one would stress in labeling 
the event an instance of genocide according to Lemkin’s definition (though 
Holquist avoids using the word, referring instead to “extermination”). 

It makes good sense to stress the role of military institutions in the 
history of physical genocide (whether one calls it that or not). Virtually by 
definition, forced population transfers and the like can only be carried out 
by powerful bodies such as police brigades or armies. War situations can 
be fertile grounds for ethnic cleansing because they divert the attention of 
possible objectors, including international public opinion; war may also 
provide states and politicians with pretexts of state security and reasons 
for the suspension of normal laws protecting subjects or citizens, and it 
mobilizes men to commit military violence that may blend seamlessly into 
extra-military genocidal violence.'® And indeed, the tsarist military estab- 
lishment, having played an important role in the long history of state coer- 
cion of ethnic minorities, became more accomplished and systematic at this 
over time, as shown in the works by Lohr and Gatrell on World War I. 

But Holquist’s explanation does not satisfactorily account for the con- 
ceptual emergence of genocidal impulses. It overestimates the role of purely 
military institutions and concerns, by seeming to assume that the impe- 
rial-social vision the army was implementing had been incubated entirely 
within the army itself. And although some kind of modernist account of the 
emergence of ethnic cleansing is appealing, the one Holquist offers places 
too much emphasis on statistics as the modern form of knowledge presum- 
ably responsible for that vision, without providing any credible evidence of 
its role in official views of minority populations and decisions to expel or 
exterminate them. Weaknesses in Holquist’s account are laid bare by two 
sources from the first half of the nineteenth century, which I discuss below. 
Both advocated genocidal projects in the Russian borderlands well before 
Holquist’s account says such ideas were possible, and outside of the condi- 
tions he says were determinative. 


Two Apostles of Genocidal Expulsion 


Pavel I. Pestel was one of the key participants in the constitutional, anti- 
autocratic rebellion of December 1825, leading that movement’s so-called 


350 Robert Geraci 
Dass RO EN CAC 


Southern Society. In the early 1820s, envisioning a revolution or coup d’état 
in Russia, Pestel composed a blueprint for Russia’s future titled Russian 
Justice (Russkaia pravda), with the subtitle Instructions to the Temporary 
(or Provisional) Supreme Administration. The book of some two hundred 
pages circulated underground among sympathizers who later participated 
in the rebellion and became known to history as the “Decembrists.” It is 
well agreed that Pestel’s vision was less moderate than that of the Northern 
Society of the movement. Whereas the Northern Society in St. Petersburg 
entertained the possibility of a constitutional monarchy (which, because of 
bungled timing, by the date of the actual uprising on 14 December, turned 
out to be all the conspirators could reasonably hope to achieve), Pestel was 
a committed republican who is often described as Jacobin in his embrace of 
ruthless coercion, and socialist in his vision for nationalizing and redistrib- 
uting half of the land in Russia. 

The program Pestel put forth in Russian Justice contained a section 
on Russia’s national minorities that advocated a heavy-handed and poten- 
tially genocidal treatment of Russia’s Jews, and eerily presaged the geno- 
cidal expulsion campaign against the peoples of the northwest Caucasus 
forty years later. Although Pestel was a military officer (as were most of 
the Decembrists), his ideas reflected motives not strictly military in nature, 
and predated by at least fifteen years the era Holquist identifies with the 
rise Of military statistics. The first and second chapters of Pestel’s book 
present, respectively, a geographical overview of the Russian Empire and 
a survey of its peoples, each followed by administrative recommendations 
for the new government. A recent Pestel biographer has aptly described 
this section of Russian Justice as amounting to “in effect the first seri- 
ous consideration and proposed solution of the nationalities problem in 
modern Russian history.”!? The second, virtually devoid of any statisti- 
cal information on population groups, expresses the overall insistence that 
“all the tribes [plemena] must be melded [slity] into one people [narod].”2° 
While this ambition was inspired by Enlightenment rationalism as applied 
to state-building, and seems to express a highly inclusive, civic understand- 
ing of the political nation, it turns out that Pestel envisioned this process of 
melding as not wholly inclusive and not entirely peaceful, just as the transi- 
tion to his prescribed political-social system would require violent action 
against the existing autocracy. In his section on the Caucasus, he argues 
that the warlike nature of some of the region’s peoples has left them poor, 
unenlightened, and “half-savage”—and therefore unfit to exist within the 
Russian Empire. 


The position of this region next to Persia and Asia Minor could provide Russia 
with a very significant capability toward establishing the most vigorous and 
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profitable commercial relations with southern Asia and therefore toward the 
enrichment of the state. But all this is completely lost only because the Cauca- 
sian peoples are such dangerous and volatile neighbors, such unreliable and use- 
less allies. Taking into account that all efforts have already proved irrefutably 
the impossibility of inclining these peoples to tranquility by gentle and friendly 
means, the Supreme Administration resolves: 1) to conquer decisively all the 
peoples living, and all the lands lying, to the north of Russia’s borders with Per- 
sia and Turkey, including the maritime part now belonging to Turkey; 2) to di- 
vide all these Caucasian peoples into two groups: peaceful [muirmye] and unruly 
[buznye]; to leave the former in their homes, and give them Russian [rossiiskoe] 
governance and living conditions [ustrotstvo], and to relocate the latter by force 
into the interior of Russia, breaking them down into small numbers among all 
the Russian districts [volostt]; and 3) to start Russian settlements in the Cauca- 
sian land, and to distribute to these Russian settlers all the lands taken from the 
previous unruly inhabitants, and thus to obliterate in the Caucasus every last 
sign of its previous (1.e., present) inhabitants and to turn the region into a peace- 
ful and comfortable Russian territory [oblast’]. All the details of this undertak- 
ing are left to the disposal of the Temporary Supreme Administration.”! 


Because it is not clear whether “gentle and friendly means” were really 
applied toward these peoples before they perceived that the Russians were 
attempting to conquer them and their territory (the war was underway by 
the time of Pestel’s writing), one wonders whether Pestel has identified the 
“nature” of the Caucasian peoples or simply their stance toward the pros- 
pect of subjecthood within Russia. 

There are two striking features of the passage. First is Pestel’s deter- 
mination to erase the memory of these people’s presence from the Cau- 
casus—every bit as thoroughly as what was achieved in the 1860s and in 
twentieth-century ethnic cleansings. The chief difference from the Circas- 
sian events is that Pestel wanted to banish Caucasians into the interior of 
Russia rather than out of the empire, but it is clear enough that once “in- 
terned” into central Russia in small groups the Caucasian peoples would 
be expected (or even forced) to assimilate completely. It is not just their 
presence in one place that needs to be erased, Pestel implies, but their very 
existence as a group. In his plan, these identities and cultures (though he 
might not have used the word “culture” to describe peoples he considered 
half savage) are, simply put, slated for destruction. Since Pestel prescribes 
destroying the group’s identity without actually killing the individuals that 
constitute it, his impulse is for cultural genocide. But we might also predict 
that if enacted, the plan might also result in enough deaths to constitute 
physical genocide. 

The second striking fact here is that although Pestel considered some 
of the Caucasian peoples to be a military threat to Russia, and Russia was 
already at war with them, his advocacy of ethnic cleansing of “unreliable” 
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peoples in the above passage does not stem primarily from military-secu- 
rity concerns, but rather from his perception that belligerent peoples were 
hampering the enrichment of the Russian state through commerce. (Many 
of the Decembrists were similarly concerned with improving Russia’s eco- 
nomic productivity and efficiency, and economic arguments played a role 
in their insistence on the abolition of serfdom—a position that motivated 
their uprising no less than their desire to change Russia’s political system.) 
This idea contradicts the notion that the desire to rid Russia of certain 
population elements arose primarily within the institutions and concerns 
of the military. 

About twenty years after Pestel’s tract, a different economic argument 
for the forced relocation of peoples appears in a report to Russia’s Minis- 
try of Finance by economic advisor lulii A. Gagemeister (or Hagemeister, 
who eventually, in the late 1850s, became director of the ministry’s chan- 
cellery). Gagemeister was sent to Transcaucasia at least twice, in 1835 and 
1844, to survey the regional economy and its role in international trade, 
and to suggest reforms. Some sections of the reports he submitted after the 
latter trip are of an ethnographic nature, describing communities in the 
region and their economic activities and roles—using little or no quantita- 
tive data. One report, “The Bases of Popular Wealth in Transcaucasia,” 
described in some detail the economist’s concern for eradicating nomad- 
ism from the region: 


Nomadism [kochevanie] has become so habitual for the Muslim residents of hot 
places, it is so characteristic for the climate and the mountainous location of 
the Transcaucasus, and finally is so tempting for everyone that the possibility of 
settling [obratit’ k osedlosti] all the residents is hardly foreseeable. In any case, 
however, order and provisioning [blagoustroistvo] are impossible because the 
time of relocation is always a time of raids and theft, especially in border loca- 
tions, where tt 1s rmpossible to track down the perpetrators. 

In any case, when hot weather sets in the migration of herds from valleys to 
mountaintops ts unavoidable. But it is more desirable that they be accompanied 
only by the shepherds. To achieve this it is necessary to give agricultural land 
to the nomadic residents, so that they don’t have to live only by means of their 
herds, and in time to completely force out [vytesnit’] from Russian territory 
those such as the Kurds who are incapable of settlement [osedlost’]. In a short 
time their place will be occupied by other, more useful, subjects [polezneishie 


poddannye}.*? 


Michael Khodarkovsky has argued that Russian antipathy to nomad- 
ism was a long tradition: the transformation of frontier steppe lands into 
imperial borderlands between 1500 and 1800 was essentially the transition 
from nomadic pastureland to agriculturally or industrially useful land. The 
reasons were both military and economic: 
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While application of Russia’s growing military, economic, and political power 
successfully reduced the threat of raids in the eighteenth century, the need to 
transform pasturelands into agricultural colonies and industrial enterprises 
kept the government on a confrontational course with its nomadic neighbors. 
Whether intent on eliminating nomadic raids or settling and cultivating new 
lands, the government’s experiences dictated the same conclusion: the nomadic 
way of life eventually had to disappear.” 


Though Khodarkovsky’s account suggests that this project was largely com- 
pleted in the eighteenth century, Russia of course acquired new nomadic 
populations in later conquests. The Enlightenment now offered quasi-sci- 
entific reasons for stigmatizing nonsedentary, nonagricultural populations: 
nomads were seen as fundamentally uncivilized and therefore having little 
importance or value, and were expected eventually either to conform to the 
march of human progress by settling (adherents of Enlightenment thought 
generally considered them capable of it) or at least to get out of its way. 
Given the context of Western challenges to Russian expansion and con- 
cerns for both military security and economic development, it is not dif- 
ficult to see how Russian administrators in the nineteenth century might 
have grown impatient and frustrated with the slow process of settling no- 
mads and became eager simply to expel them.” 

Besides a concern for economic development of the empire, negative 
attitudes toward non-Christian religions also played a role in both Gage- 
meister’s and Pestel’s proposals for population expulsions. In his report on 
Transcaucasia, Gagemeister mentions that “there are no Christian nomads 
at all, although [Christians] are mixed together with the Muslims. .. . Con- 
sequently, although nomadism 1s appropriate to the climate, it is not a neces- 
sity for the geographic position of the Transcaucasian region. In all places 
where the location has allowed, the Tatars have preserved the habits of their 
ancestors who came from Central Asia. But they have chosen primarily pas- 
tureland, leaving the arable land to the indigenous residents.”*? Gagemeister 
mentions the Christian population ostensibly to prove that settled agricul- 
ture is possible in Transcaucasia and will lead to greater productivity there, 
but since his statements also imply that Muslims are below Christians on 
the ladder of civilization (in addition to describing them as immigrants to 
the region, not the original inhabitants), the information seems intended to 
assure his superiors in St. Petersburg and Tiflis (the administrative head- 
quarters for Caucasia and Transcaucasia) that it is only Muslims whose 
expulsion from the empire he is prescribing. Russian authorities could there- 
fore be pleased that the expulsion of Kurds and “Tatars,” leading to their re- 
placement by Christians, was both economically and culturally justified and 
would produce both economic and cultural benefits for the empire. So it ap- 
pears that in advocating expulsion, Gagemeister was even less motivated by 
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military objectives than Pestel was. He was not even writing about the war 
zone, but the region to its south, and the Muslims in question were not the 
same communities whose dispersal Pestel had advocated earlier—though 
Gagemeister well may have been inspired by a common idea that Muslims 
did not belong in the Caucasus. 

In Russian Justice, Pestel’s advice to the projected revolutionary gov- 
ernment for handling Russia’s Jewish population—whom few if any would 
have portrayed as a military threat in the 1820s—also reads like a recipe 
for genocide. And as in Gagemeister’s thinking, economics and religion 
loom large here as motivations. Like many imperial officials of this era, 
Pestel felt that the empire’s Jews were a menace to Russia’s social and po- 
litical order because of their hostility to Christians (stemming from their 
solidarity and the belief of their superiority) and their control of commerce 
in certain regions, to the detriment of possible competitors and to peas- 
ant debtors. “The former government gave them many special rights and 
advantages that intensified the evil they do,” Pestel claimed, with the result 
that “the Jews constitute, so to speak, their own special, completely sepa- 
rate state within a state, and also nowenjoy more rights in Russia than the 
Christians themselves.”*° 

Pestel outlines two possible solutions for correcting the position of 
Jews to make them less harmful to Russia. The first is a vaguely described 
gathering of Jewish elites, exhorting them to devise measures to “stop the 
evil described above and replace it with an order that would correspond in 
full measure to the general fundamental rules that must serve as the basis 
of the political edifice of the Russian state. If Russia does not chase out 
[vygoniat’| the Jews,” Pestel concludes, “then all the more so must they not 
put themselves in a hostile attitude toward Christians. The Russian govern- 
ment, although offering every individual protection and mercy, is however 
obliged first of all to prevent anyone from opposing the state order or the 
private and social well-being.” 

The second possible solution, as warned, was to chase the Jews out—or 
as Pestel then attempts to put it more mildly, “to assist the Jews in the 
establishment of a special, separate state in some part of Asia Minor.” To 
carry out the plan “it would be necessary to designate an assembly point 
[sbornyi punkt] for the Jewish people and to give them some troops for 
reinforcement.” With more than two million Jews assembled from Russia 
and Poland, Pestel imagined: 


it will not be hard for such a number of people to overcome all the obstacles that 
the Turks could pose to them, and traversing all of European Turkey, to go into 
the Asian part and there, occupying sufficient space and lands, to set up a spe- 
cial Jewish state. But since this gigantic undertaking demands special circum- 
stances and truly ingenious enterprise, it cannot be presented to the Temporary 
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Supreme Administration as a specific responsibility. It is mentioned here only to 
give a hint [samek] as to everything that could be done.?” 


In light of twentieth-century history, the potential for serious, widespread 
violence is not hard to discern. And though this vision may seem to have 
been a century ahead of its time (particularly if one accepts Holquist’s 
claims), in reality—as Pestel himself saw—only the likelihood of its real- 
1Zation was. 

The context of both Pestel’s and Gagemeister’s proposals was broadly 
military: Pestel was planning a military coup, and Gagemeister was con- 
cerned with the development of a region still under military rule. Yet the 
motives expressed in these texts were not military, but economic and cul- 
tural, reflecting not only the kinds of programmatic, utopian social plan- 
ning that states began to do during the Enlightenment, and without which 
there might never be a need for anything as categorical and deliberate as a 
population transfer, but longstanding prejudices against certain religious 
groups as well.?® Both Pestel’s and Gagemeister’s arguments for expulsion, 
moreover, appear utterly unconnected to quantitative-statistical data or 
reasoning. It seems more likely that, against Holquist’s assertions, ethnic 
stereotypes already existing in the prestatistical era were perfectly sufficient 
for inspiring protogenocidal ambitions, and that to the extent that statisti- 
cal knowledge may have been used to support these stereotypes and these 
ambitions, it provided nothing more than a veneer of scientific authority. 
One only has to look at ethnographic or travel literature of the late eigh- 
teenth century to know that associating the attribution of qualitative traits 
to certain population “elements” with the use of statistics is inaccurate; the 
description of ethnic subpopulations as representing qualitative types was 
a product of earlier qualitative, not later quantitative, research.’ In fact, 
many generalizations about the nature of both Muslims and Jews, and their 
alienness from Europe, had medieval origins. Even without any serious at- 
tempt at scientific-statistical corroboration, these prejudices might, in the 
context of new ambitions on the part of the Russian state, be invoked as 
grounds for the exclusion or destruction of these groups. Gagemeister’s 
statement on the Kurds suggests that he thought both factors—the state’s 
ambition for improved economic development, and a group’s perceived cul- 
tural inferiority or nonbelonging—had to be present to justify removal. 


Ethnic Identity Theft: Figurative Genocide 


Though specific reform blueprints and policy recommendations such as 
those of Pestel and Gagemeister certainly reflected genocidal attitudes, 
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such mentalities could also reside in and be conveyed by much vaguer 
forms of expression. One example is a linguistic convention in imperial 
Russia—especially in military culture—that I call “ethnic identity theft.” 
Once again the context is the imperial borderlands during the early nine- 
teenth century. 

Russian dictionaries, both of the nineteenth century and today, define 
the word kavkazets (plural: kavkaztsy) as “Caucasian” or “native of the 
Caucasus.” This is exactly what would be expected from the word’s ety- 
mology—the name of a region, Kavkaz (Caucasus), plus the personalizing 
suffix -ets. The term often includes peoples of the Transcaucasus region as 
wellas the mountain region itself. Yet in historical literature on Russia, one 
rarely encounters the word used in this way, for in the nineteenth century it 
became well established as identifying something quite different: a certain 
subset of the Russian military personnel who served the tsarist state in its 
long campaign to pacify the region. 

Literary and memoir sources from the Caucasus—and the historians 
following them—have often made an issue of Russian officers’ adoption 
of behavior associated with that of the Caucasus mountain peoples (usu- 
ally known as gortsy)—the very populations who were waging guerilla 
war against the Russian Empire for much of the nineteenth century. As is 
well known by readers of Mikhail Lermontov’s novel A Hero of Our Time 
(1840), many of these officers, most of whom had learned to romanticize 
the gortsy from popular literary works beginning with Aleksandr Push- 
kin’s poem “The Prisoner of the Caucasus” (1822), deliberately adopted 
the clothing, military accoutrements, and putative value system (freedom, 
honor, heroism) of the Chechens, Circassians, and other native peoples, 
as well as (perhaps less consciously) types of behavior that had given the 
gortsy a reputation for savagery such as raiding and kidnapping.?° Accord- 
ing to Dana Sherry’s recent study of Russian kavkaztsy, a “seeming confu- 
sion of identities highlights what may be the most important consequence 
of service in the Caucasus for the Russian officer—the slow but steady 
exchange of typical Russian customs and modes of behavior for those at- 
tributed to the population indigenous to the Caucasus.”*! But such sources 
and analyses have almost never commented explicitly on the irony of the 
Russian officers’ appropriation of the label referring to the Caucasus re- 
gion’s inhabitants. 

In 1841, Lermontov, whose fiction helped to popularize the phenom- 
enon of officers “gone native” in the Caucasus, wrote a short essay titled 
simply “Kavkazets.”** A reader previously unfamiliar with the phenom- 
enon might find the essay jarring for the aggressive way in which it seizes 
that label for the Russians. It begins like an ethnographic study: “First of 
all, what exactly is a Caucasian, and what kinds of Caucasians are there?” 
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In reply, Lermontov states: “A Caucasian is a half-Russian, half-Asian 
being; his inclination for oriental customs takes the upper hand, but he 
is ashamed of this in the presence of strangers, that is of visitors from 
Russia.” One might still think the author is speaking of Caucasus na- 
tives (undergoing Russification), but Lermontov soon dispels this by not- 
ing that a kavkazets is “usually thirty to forty-five years old,” and “if not 
a staff-captain, then probably a major.” In a series of phrases referring to 
“real Caucasians,” Lermontov continues to tease the reader into thinking 
that he will be discussing Caucasian native peoples, but it soon becomes 
clear that all the distinctions being made are among different Russians 
who might (and presumably did) call themselves kavkaztsy. Thus we learn 
that “civil Ravkaztsy are rare; for the most part they are an awkward 
imitation, and if you meet among them a real one, then only among the 
regimental physicians.”°? 

Of course, even the “real” kavkaztsy were Russian poseurs merely imi- 
tating (awkwardly or not) native Caucasian men. Lermontov’s kavkazets is 
emphatically not native to the Caucasus; he is most likely from Petersburg, 
where in the Cadet Corps he surreptitiously read Pushkin’s “Prisoner of 
the Caucasus,” daydreamed of adventures in the south, and began to sport 
articles of Circassian clothing. Upon arriving in the south, the “Cauca- 
sian” immediately purchases a dagger, with which he never parts, and “as 
is proper, falls in love with a Cossack girl [kazachka].” Here Lermontov 
finally introduces a sardonic tone by interjecting: “Beautiful! How poetic!” 
It is important that Lermontov reveal his skeptical attitude toward the of- 
ficers here, for he now tells us that the typical kavkazets begins to dream of 
subjugating the native peoples, or gortsy. “He thinks about capturing some 
twenty mountaineers with his own hands; he dreams of frightful battles, 
rivers of blood, and generals’ epaulettes.” 

Such an officer eventually becomes a “real kavkazets” by Lermontov’s 
definition only after he befriends some “peaceful Circassian” and from him 
develops a love for simple, primitive life over the urban, urbane existence 
he had known in Russia; knowledge of regional customs, folklore, and 
genealogy; a superficial ability to converse in “Tatar” (although the Cauca- 
sian languages are unrelated to Tatar, Russians used this word generically 
for languages of the region); and a complete Circassian outfit and set of 
weapons.** According to Lermontov, “His passion for all things Circassian 
reaches an unbelievable degree” and even squelches his interest in women. 
He becomes a self-appointed authority on “oriental” customs and on the 
virtues and faults of the various tribes, becomes so attached to his burka 
that he rarely takes it off, and constantly sings the pleasures of service in 
the Caucasus. When the kavkazets retires from service, according to Ler- 
montov, he takes his identity with him back to Russia proper (“even in 
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Voronezh province he doesn’t remove his dagger or his saber”), where he 
lives out his days telling exaggerated tales about feats performed during his 
service. The retired officer’s role as popularizer of the war raises the pos- 
sibility (unaddressed by Lermontov) that the cult of the kavkaztsy was as 
important to civilians outside of the Caucasus as to the officers themselves, 
and that the civilian public may actually have coined the name. 

On one level, the use of a preexisting term for the indigenous moun- 
tain peoples to designate the ethnic Russian military personnel fighting 
against them might be regarded as an innocent coincidence resulting from 
the structure of the Russian language. In both usages, groups of people are 
simply named after locations with which they are identified. Officers in 
the Caucasus war sought to distinguish themselves from their “ordinary” 
counterparts serving elsewhere inthe empire because presumably their bur- 
den was greater. For many, identification with the mountain peoples too 
may also have been deliberate, as a way of thumbing their noses at Russian 
officialdom and authority by expressing admiration for and even solidarity 
with the enemy, the supposedly inferior object of Russia’s civilizing mis- 
sion—though Sherry’s recent collective portrait emphasizes the extraordi- 
nary dedication of these officers to the war effort.*> The same connotations 
may have been intended even if the term was first coined by civilians. 

Whoever was originally responsible for calling the officers kavkaztsy, 
and for whatever conscious purpose, the cumulative and perhaps subcon- 
scious effect of this usage was pernicious. While the tsarist officers claimed 
some perceived attributes of “the other,” they used a label normally as- 
sociated with the other but now actually excluding all of the true, original 
members of that group—in effect, stealing the identity. Appropriation of 
the label made an enormous adventure (even a game) of officers’ experience 
in the war while diverting attention—the public’s as well as the officers’ 
own—from the plight of the mountain communities who were killed in 
large numbers for daring to defend their freedom against the Russians. 
How else could these men, who claimed to appreciate the mountain peoples 
and their culture, have abetted their generals in clearing out virtually entire 
Caucasian populations from the 1830s to the 1860s??° Most importantly, 
the figure of speech implied that Russians belonged in the region whereas 
many of the peoples living there already did not. By simply declaiming 
what Pestel and Gagemeister had earlier argued, it both prepared the agents 
of destruction for their task and conditioned the broader public to accept 
the Caucasian natives’ decimation. Thus the kavkazets cult functioned psy- 
chologically for Russians as a figurative form of genocide and a mechanism 
for enabling the actual genocide undertaken militarily. 

Identity-formation around the theaters of war and the names of peoples 
living there persisted through the remainder of the nineteenth century. After 
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the kavkaztsy, Russian officers in later wars were known as “bolgary” (in 
the Russo-Turkish War of 1877/78, which was in part a war to liberate 
Bulgaria from the Ottomans) and “turkestantsy” (in the conquest of Turke- 
stan in the 1880s).>” At first glance, the Bulgarian label seems different be- 
cause the Bulgarians were not Russia’s enemies in the Russo-Turkish War, 
but it may be key to understanding the other cases. In the Caucasian and 
Turkestan cases, Russians’ use of “enemy” names was appealing because 
those peoples were being vanquished not so much for offense toward Rus- 
sia as for resisting Russia’s advance, which supposedly was intended to 
civilize and even liberate them. This linguistic tradition, then, held only 
in situations where the “others” were traditionally considered inferior (as 
either “little brother” Slavs or non-Europeans)—so inferior that their ex- 
istence mattered only insofar as it showed the Russians’ higher status.°? 
But soldiers’ taking of these peoples’ names actually helped make the de- 
struction of these peoples palatable. The appearance of new “Caucasians” 
and “Turkestanis” from Russia helped Russians mentally to begin clearing 
the regions of these native presences so that the Russians themselves could 
move in. The trope reemerged, of course, during the 1980s as the Soviet 
Union attempted to establish control over Afghanistan. Soviet soldiers 
serving there, and afterwards veterans of the war, became widely known as 
“afgantsy”—“the Afghans.” 

One final, telling example from the tsarist era appears in a nonmilitary 
context. Russian students in the Anti-Islam Division of the Kazan Theo- 
logical Academy in the 1860s were known as “the Tatars” because they 
were developing knowledge of Tatar culture through linguistic and reli- 
gious studies. Those who began studies in that division but discontinued 
became known as “apostates” (otpadshie), a wry reference to some of the 
Tatars they were being trained to convert back to Christianity.*” By giving 
themselves the ethnonym of their subjects, the students expressed a certain 
affinity with the Tatar people, but in effect diverted attention from the 
very negative effects their future work as missionaries would have on Ta- 
tar culture. Indeed, they would be striving to dismantle that culture (since 
they ultimately envisioned turning the Tatars into Russians through con- 
version)—but by calling themselves “Tatars” they removed the real Tatars 
from the story, focused all attention on themselves, and thus masked the 
destructive aims of their future work.*° 


Great-Power Ventriloquism and Genocide by Assimilation 


I have been arguing that the idea of genocide in imperial Russia was far 
from being limited to the military sphere and its technologies and strategies; 
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imperial discourses circulating more broadly in Russian officialdom and so- 
ciety also gave play to genocidal fantasies. The genocidal overtones of ethnic 
identity theft were largely unconscious or subconscious, but closely related 
ways of thinking were considerably more explicit and more visible. One 
of these, which I call “great-power ventriloquism,” was articulated most 
famously by Fyodor Dostoyevsky in 1880. Another was assimilatory dis- 
courses that envisaged the disappearance of colonized peoples. 

The occasion for Dostoyevsky’s imperial apologetics was the unveil- 
ing of a monument to Pushkin in Moscow (arguably the formal beginning 
of the Pushkin cult that still flourishes in Russia today).” In his speech 
lionizing the poet, Dostoyevsky claimed that Pushkin’s chief virtue was 
his ability to speak not only for Russians but for the rest of the world: 
“Pushkin alone, of all the poets of the world, possesses the quality of em- 
bodying himself fully within another nationality.”** Though Dostoyevsky 
was most concerned with Pushkin’s capturing of European mentalities,* 
he also mentioned Pushkin’s success in taking on an Eastern voice in one of 
his poems. Decades earlier, the writer Nikolai Gogol had called attention 
to Pushkin’s ability to capture foreign ethnonational mentalities,** but Dos- 
toyevsky took a new turn by attributing this element of Pushkin’s genius 
to the Russian nation as a whole. “The capacity to respond to the entire 
world and to assume completely the form of the genius of other nations 
in a reincarnation that is almost total,” he said, “is an altogether Russian 
one, a national one, and Pushkin merely shares it with our entire People.” 
And he made it clear that he saw this capacity as a moral virtue and expres- 
sion of good will. “Indeed,” Dostoyevsky proclaimed, “the mission of the 
Russian is unquestionably pan-European and universal. To become a real 
Russian, to become completely Russian, perhaps, means just (in the final 
analysis—please bear that in mind) to become a brother to all people, a 
panhuman, if you like.” 

Russians’ love for all humanity, according to Dostoyevsky, prevented 
them from “wall[ing] ourselves off from other nationalities behind our 
own nationality so that we alone may acquire everything while regarding 
other nationalities as merely lemons to be squeezed dry (and there really 
are peoples in Europe who feel this way!)’*’ By invoking European greed 
and selfishness in opposition to Russian generosity and benevolence, how- 
ever, Dostoyevsky turned the claim of Russians’ empathy and cultural un- 
derstanding into a narrow-minded ideology similar to the claims of Slavic 
spiritual-cultural superiority made by racialist neo-Slavophiles. In effect, 
the virtues claimed for Russians were cancelled out by the arrogance of 
claiming that only the Russian people possessed such traits. 

That such an altruistic ideology could have an aggressively self-serving 
underside became even clearer six months later in one of Dostoyevsky’s last 
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pieces of writing. In January 1881, when the Russian army captured the 
stronghold of Gok Tepe in Turkestan, Dostoyevsky celebrated the event in 
his newspaper column. He took issue with Russia’s “Westernizers” who 
saw no purpose in the conquest of Central Asia, fearing it would work 
against Russia’s acceptance as a European power. “This shame that Europe 
will consider us Asians has been hanging over us for almost two centuries 
now,” wrote Dostoyevsky. “This mistaken shame of ours, this mistaken 
view of ourselves as exclusively Europeans and not Asians ... has cost us 
dearly’*® A newfound engagement with Asia would prove more fruitful: 


[W]hen we turn to Asia, with our new view of her, something of the same sort 
may happen to us as happened to Europe when America was discovered. For, in 
truth, Asia for us is that same America which we still have not discovered. With 
our push toward Asia we will have a renewed upsurge of spirit and strength. ... 
In Europe we were hangers-on and slaves, while in Asia we shall be the masters. 
In Europe we were Tatars, while in Asia we are the Europeans. Our mission, our 
civilizing mission in Asia will encourage our spirit and draw us on.... Every 
place the “Russ” settles in Asia will at once become Russian land. A new Russia 
will be created that will also restore and resurrect the old one in time and will 
clearly show her the path to follow. * 


Considering this essay together with the Pushkin speech, one is reminded 
that Russian statesmen often used Russians’ putative empathy with other 
peoples as a justification for imperialism, particularly in the Asian parts 
of the empire where Russia could play a “civilizing” role. This view de- 
scribed the Russian Empire as a justifiable philanthropic undertaking in 
contrast to the other European empires that were supposedly illegitimate, 
coercive, and exploitative. The capacity for ventriloquism, then, was es- 
pecially important in Asia, where it turned out that the ulterior motive 
was not the appreciation of non-Russian cultures but a mission to spread 
Russian culture.°° 

This ideology of empire went hand in hand with reigning views of cul- 
tural assimilation, which—as the study of Russia’s history developed in the 
nineteenth century—intellectuals were beginning to view as an ubiquitous 
and central aspect of its past. The motif was present in the work of most of 
the major historians, but was especially pronounced for those with a more 
populist bent. Russia’s expansion as a land-bound empire, offering ease of 
Slavic peasant settlement in annexed regions, was frequently cited as a key 
difference between Russian colonialism and its Western European counter- 
parts. In the eyes of many Russian elites, the resulting possibilities for cul- 
tural cross-borrowing made the Russian Empire a more natural, humane, 
and therefore justifiable undertaking compared with the overseas empires of 
Britain and France, Russia’s key rivals in the nineteenth century. Thus, the 
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Russian “empire” could be represented as something more benign than an 
empire: the organic development of a Russian nation-state, ultimately with 
a homogeneous population.*! Although those espousing this view of Rus- 
sian history usually did not deny that cultural assimilation was a two-way 
process—with the Russians changing as they acquired new cultural traits, 
habits, and even blood (miscegenation was generally not looked down upon 
by Russians)—they almost always agreed that Russification was and had to 
be the dominant trend. Particularly in the eastern and southern parts of the 
empire, Russian culture was assumed to be superior to the native cultures 
and therefore was expected to prevail when the peoples mixed. Norma- 
tively, assimilation meant Russification.°* 

While many Russians saw expansion and Russian colonization of the 
empire in a positive light as the mechanism by which Russia established 
its national character and identity, some people (usually ethnographers) 
focused on, and lamented, the resultant destruction of minority peoples 
and cultures. This concern was especially pronounced in Siberia, where 
the native populations were small, dispersed, and by the late nineteenth 
century seemed to be dying out because of rampant disease, environmen- 
tal change, subsistence crises, and poverty. Some revolutionary exiles took 
up ethnography and devoted themselves to raising public awareness of the 
crisis. One was Nikolai M. Iadrintsev, who in his book Siberia as a Colony 
(1882) championed the cause of a Siberia free of Russian state domination 
and blamed the impending extinction of some of the Siberian peoples on 
the various effects of Russian colonization.*> Jadrintsev was answered by 
more conservative commentators such as M. A. Miropiev, who insisted 
(with some degree of justification) that his colleague had misidentified 
the process of Russification—through native proximity to Russian settle- 
ments—as biological extinction.°* Although cultures may have been dy- 
ing out, these critics said, it was happening not because large numbers of 
people were starving, but because they were gradually being transformed 
into Russians, a process they saw as beneficial in economic and cultural 
terms (“extinction as survival,” in the words of Yuri Slezkine).» 

The prominent nineteenth-century ethnographer Ivan N. Smirnov 
painstakingly used linguistic and cultural data to trace the ethnic history 
of eastern Russia in order to document the gradual assimilation of Rus- 
sian-Christian culture by several Finno-Ugric, animist peoples—the Mord- 
vins, Cheremisses (Maris), Votiaks (Udmurts), and Permiaks (Komis). In 
his writings on these peoples, Smirnov argued—in a celebratory tone that 
is impossible to overlook—that even without the direct intervention of the 
tsarist state, the language, religion, and customs of the Russians (and even- 
tually their blood too) over time had been so thoroughly absorbed by minor- 
ity Communities in some locales that observers might mistake assimilation 
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for either the out-migration or the biological extinction of those peoples. 
Smirnov sometimes tried to predict how long it might take before the last 
representative of this or that Finnic people would become Russian, leaving 
the tribe’s existence as only a vague memory.°*° He might not appear so sin- 
ister in simply describing this process if it were not for his role in the notori- 
ous Multan human sacrifice case, in which it became evident that Smirnov 
thought some of the indigenous cultures of the middle Volga region had to 
be destroyed because they were utterly savage. °’ 

Smirnov was one of Russia’s chief proponents of evolutionism, the pre- 
dominant school of anthropological thought in the US and Britain. Al- 
though evolutionism was in some regards radically more tolerant of ethnic 
difference than preceding schools of thought, it could also function as a sci- 
entific basis on which to condone or promote genocide. As George Stock- 
ing has shown in the case of British scholars and the destruction of the 
Tasmanians, some evolutionist ethnographers and anthropologists in effect 
sought the demise (by assimilation when possible, by other means when 
necessary) of peoples and cultures they considered demonstrably least ad- 
vanced and thus destined to disappear.°® 

Through the dissemination of ethnographic writings such as Smirnov’s, 
the Russian reading public became familiar with the notion that ethnic 
groups in Russia might (and rightfully should) disappear over time because 
of Russification. Russification was seen as the manifestation of the strength 
of Russian culture, so that the disappearance of neighboring minority 
groups could be a source of satisfaction. If anything impeded the assimila- 
tion process, it might become a subject of heated controversy. This is what 
happened to the educational project of the famous lay Orthodox missionary 
Nikolai I. I?minskii, who founded an enormous network of schools for mi- 
norities using native languages and native teachers (rather than the Russian 
language and Russian teachers) so that the pupils would achieve a deeper 
understanding of the Orthodox religion and remain within the church. Fre- 
quently, the result, even where integration into the Russian church was 
most successful, was a strengthening of some non-Russian identities that 
otherwise might have given way to Russification. Amidst the public back- 
lash, at an assembly of Russian aristocrats discussing the schools in Kazan 
province in 1911, one nobleman waxed nostalgic for the days of aggressive 
Russification: “In the past, the Russian people were strongly organized, 
thanks to which we wiped a lot of alien peoples [izorodtsy] from the face 
of the Earth. They fused with the Russians, leaving only their names in 
history.”°? This statement was a genocidal fantasy not because the disap- 
pearance of peoples and cultures happened to be a by-product of the as- 
similation project the speaker advocated, but because the speaker clearly 
regarded that disappearance as a desirable goal and a reason to pursue 
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Russification. Moreover, the very words he used—wiping peoples from the 
face of the Earth—suggest a willingness to see that goal achieved through 
violence, so that the minorities might actually be exterminated rather than 
assimilated. The conflation of cultural and biological genocide here sug- 
gests that to some Russians hostile towards a minority ethnic group there 
might not have been a significant difference between the two; both rid the 
society of a group perceived as unworthy or troublesome. 

Such a mindset also existed within imperial Russia’s corridors of power. 
Konstantin P. Pobedonostsev, the ober-prokuror (lay administrator) of the 
Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church from 1880 to 1905, child- 
hood tutor and thereafter adviser to Tsar Alexander III, and a notorious 
advocate of coercive Russification policies (by religion and other means), is 
famously said to have responded to a question about the future of Russia’s 
Jews by predicting, “One-third will die out, one-third will leave the coun- 
try, and one-third will be completely dissolved in the surrounding popula- 
tion.”*! The statement suggests that Pobedonostsev envisioned the demise 
of the Jews without sympathy or concern, and perhaps even with satis- 
faction. Coming from a different person, the prediction might have been 
made ruefully, but anyone who knew Pobedonostsev’s reputation would 
perceive these overtones. He was concerned only that Russia be rid of the 
thorny “Jewish question”; his assumption was that it would disappear only 
when the Jews themselves did. Emigration, assimilation, and extinction 
were hardly distinguishable in Pobedonostsev’s eyes, insofar as they would 
all contribute to this end. And though we might label this a genocidal fan- 
tasy, Pobedonostsev’s position made it more than Just a fantasy. As one of 
the tsar’s chief advisors, particularly on issues concerning ethnonational 
minorities, he successfully championed a great number of legal limitations 
on the rights of these peoples to worship according to their faiths, use their 
languages in public, participate in civic life, pursue their ambitions, and 
make ends meet. The Jews faced more restrictions than most (many of the 
most notorious arising during Pobedonostsev’s tenure), including confine- 
ment of residence to the Pale of Settlement and to certain places within 
it, and numerous limitations on property ownership, economic activity, 
and educational opportunity. Historians of the Jews in Russia would agree 
that his policies contributed significantly to the decline of Jews and Jew- 
ish culture in the Russian Empire—many Jews emigrated, some converted 
in order to escape restrictions, some died in pogroms that may have been 
abetted by agents of the government, and many were impoverished as a 
result of discriminatory policies. Such a set of actions would seem to con- 
stitute genocide according to Lemkin’s definition, and reportedly Lemkin 
did include the case of Jews in tsarist Russia in his researches on genocide 
in history.° 
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Conclusions 


The purpose of this chapter has been to examine the range of motiva- 
tions that can inspire or contribute to genocide, particularly in multiethnic 
empires such as tsarist Russia. Genocidal impulses and fantasies may be 
official or unofficial; they may be based on notions that are modern or pre- 
modern; they can express concerns that are economic, military, religious, 
political, or ethnographic; they can be explicitly violent, or seemingly de- 
void of violence; they can be conscious, specific, and well articulated, or 
vague and even subconscious. Paying attention to such expressions may 
not help historians to be more precise in defining and identifying genocide, 
or in assigning blame for it; it may even work against these judicial func- 
tions that historians of genocide are sometimes expected to perform. But 
it can make us more judicious as historians by leading away from overly 
mechanistic conceptions of genocide (a tendency of extreme versions of 
both the intentionalist and structuralist paradigms) and toward more nu- 
anced, sophisticated, and realistic accounts of causation and agency in hu- 
man affairs. 

It bears reemphasizing that genocidal impulses and fantasies are not 
tantamount to genocide or even to genocidal “intent.” Nor are they mu- 
tually equivalent, either in moral terms or in terms of their potential to 
inspire genocidal actions. Obviously a figure of colloquial speech (like 
referring to invaders using the name of the people invaded) is not the same 
as a specific written proposal (like Pestel’s or Gagemeister’s) to eliminate 
a population; the desire of a gentry bystander to see Russia’s minority 
peoples undergo extinction is not the same as a similar statement coming 
from one of the empire’s chief policy makers. But while a proposal or of- 
ficial statement might stand a better chance of directly inspiring a geno- 
cidal event if it strikes the fancy of those with the power to carry it out, 
an especially pervasive lay opinion or figure of speech could quite possibly 
play a significant role in motivating genocidal activities or allowing them 
to be undertaken (even if historians might never be able to measure or 
even verify that role). 

I have presented here in part only several stray examples of genocidal 
thinking in imperial Russia. Indeed, some of them were made by not par- 
ticularly prominent individuals. The point is that in a number of realms, 
in a number of different ways, and for a number of different reasons, 
many Russians wished for, hoped for, and envisioned the destruction or 
disappearance of certain subpopulations in their vast empire. But I am 
emphatically not suggesting—as a Daniel Goldhagen of Russian studies 
might—that such impulses and fantasies were universal or predominant 
among Russians, let alone the single essence of Russians’ imperial vision. 
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Had that been the case, the history of that enormous conglomeration of 
peoples would certainly have been many times bloodier, more miserable, 
and more tragic than it was, and the world would be significantly less di- 
verse today as a result. 
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COLONIALISM AND GENOCIDE IN 
NAZI-OCCUPIED POLAND AND UKRAINE 


David Furber and Wendy Lower 


Introduction 


n early 1940, SS chief Heinrich Himmler rode through occupied Po- 

land with his friend, the Nazi poet laureate Hanns Johst. Asserting 
that the Vavel, the centuries-long seat of Polish kings, was a product of 
Germany’s civilizing work in Poland, Johst disparaged Poland with stan- 
dard colonial rhetoric: “The Poles are not a state-building people. They 
lack the most basic prerequisites. I drove with the Reichsfiihrer-SS up and 
down that land. A country with so little sense for artful landscape plan- 
ning, which cannot even deal with the style of a village, has no claim to 
any sort of independent political status within the European sphere. It is 
colonial land!”' As the pair drove between Lodz and Warsaw, Himmler 
kept stopping the car and walking out into the fields, picking up clumps 
of soil. Rubbing the earth between his fingertips, like the lord and mas- 
ter of all he surveyed, Himmler mused about the coming impact of the 
“German plough” upon the flat, open landscape. Trees and shrubs would 
soon be planted, he declared, “hedges will growrampant, and will shelter 
the weasels and hedgehogs, buzzards and falcons” that would patrol the 
fields between the hedges, thereby preventing “the loss of half the harvest 
to mice and vermin.” Predators would clear out field pests “much more 
naturally and thoroughly than the poison of modern man.” Professionals 
would plant forests, and make the land fertile for the new German set- 
tlers from the Baltic, Galicia, and Volhynia. “We stood on the field, held 
conquered soil in our hands, and looked far and wide across the care- 
lessly neglected plains.”* In the “rhetoric of empire,” this is the language 
of appropriation.’ 


Colonialism and Genocide in Nazi-occupied Poland and Ukraine Se: 


The Nazis were born into a European world of empire. In keeping 
with the age, the Nazi jurist Carl Schmitt wrote an essay in 1941 justifying 
Germany’s expansion to the East. The war certainly violated laws applying 
to wars between European nations, he argued, but not those that applied to 
colonial wars. Although “colonies have been the spatial element upon which 
European law is founded,” Schmitt believed Germany had been denied and 
was forced to expand within the colonial space of Eastern Europe.* One 
also finds similar formulations among Germans who experienced the war, 
asserting that the Nazis were merely applying nineteenth-century colonial 
methods to Europe.’ How could the civilized world deny Germany’s its 
“manifest destiny” while proclaiming its own? 

As latecomers to the imperial game, the Germans could improve on 
the model. Thus Johst concluded his story with a comparison to the West’s 
economic colonialism: “The Western world cannot grasp this pure pleasure 
in duty and work, in sweat and calluses. They think in terms of business 
deals and turnover, whereas we rejoice in the task itself.” Nazi empire 
builders used the language of colonialism to describe their work in the 
East, although, as Mark Mazower points out, they rejected the liberalism 
associated with imperialism of the second half of the nineteenth century.’ 

One of the distinctive aspects of Nazi imperialism was anti-Semitism. 
Although Jews did not appear explicitly in Johst’s racial utopia, anti-Semi- 
tism lay clearly at the core of his imperial fantasy. In the Nazi worldview, 
the abstract Jew represented the “negative aspects of modernity” that had 
to be eliminated for the regeneration of civilization.’ Nazis perceived their 
movement as a struggle for liberation against precisely this “Jewish” in- 
fluence within German society, Europe as a whole, and the world. When 
Johst derided the West’s tendency to “think in terms of business deals and 
turnover” rather than “duty and work, sweat and calluses,” he meant that 
this “Jewish spirit” had inhibited the West’s prior colonial efforts. The 
Nazi occupation of Eastern Europe, by contrast, afforded German lead- 
ers the opportunity to create their utopia unimpeded by liberal scruples 
or commercialism; they took colonial fantasies about “race and space” to 
their radical conclusion. Nazi imperialism thus had a dual genocidal bent: 
first, as a “total war” to liberate Western civilization from “the Jews,” 
and second as a “colonial war” to wrest Lebensraum from the supposedly 
primitive, inferior, but nevertheless white-skinned Slavs. 

The horrific Nazi conquest of the eastern territories took on many 
forms, as Alexander Dallin wrote in his classic study, mingling “fantasy 
and realism” and perpetuating the “‘white man’s burden’ in a new and 
more perverted variant.”? In Hitler’s early writings, wartime secret conver- 
sations, and planning meetings with his satraps, he described the lure of the 
East and the Germans’ historic destiny to reclaim the territory. He spoke of 
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a racial paradise, stating that from the newly won territories the Germans 
must create a “Garden of Eden.” Hitler’s deputy, Heinrich Himmler, put 
these ideas into action by managing the SS police’s implementation of the 
Holocaust and mobilizing German institutions and scholars around the 
“General Plan East,” a blueprint for creating the “Garden.” Nazi leaders 
and their enthusiastic developers, racial experts, horticulturalists, archi- 
tects, landscape designers, agronomists, and ruthless SS police henchmen 
were empire builders whose common aim was to Germanize the eastern 
territories.’ In Nazi thinking, this meant that the Lebensraum was theirs 
to transform however they saw fit, simply because “the law of blood” justi- 
fied it.!! Dr. Maurer, Director of the Institute for Horticulture, and “blood 
and soil” expert serving in Hans Frank’s General Government and Alfred 
Rosenberg’s Reich Ministry for the Occupied Eastern Territories, argued 
that the great achievement of National Socialism was its awakening of Ger- 
mans to their unique history and destiny as a race. At last, Maurer and 
other colonizers declared, a unified Aryan race would be able to overcome 
the chaos in Europe and flourish where Germans were historically rooted, 
on the fertile terrain of Eastern Europe.” 

For all the obvious colonial rhetoric in Nazi plans for Eastern Europe, 
scholars disagree about the relationship between the Holocaust and the 
Nazi colonial project. Like Hannah Arendt, Enzo Traverso can trace i1m- 
portant roots of Nazi imperialism to European overseas colonization, but 
distinguishes the two by virtue of Nazism’s “regenerative” anti-Semitism.!° 
Alternatively, Jiirgen Zimmerer points out that the most violent aspects of 
Nazism occurred in the “colonial situation” of the German-occupied East 
and cannot be divorced from its anti-Semitic worldview." In his words, the 
“German war against Poland and the USSR was without doubt the largest 
colonial war of conquest in history ... if there was a historical precedent, 
then only the history of colonialism could possibly provide an example of 
their [Nazi] plans.”!° The thread runs not from Windhuk to Nuremberg, 
where Nazi racial laws were promulgated in 1935, but from Windhuk to 
Warsaw, where the Nazis actually practiced genocidal colonialism. For as 
in German Southwest Africa, the Nazis committed mass murder while con- 
structing a “racially privileged society” of Europeans over Africans.!° 

Both Traverso and Zimmerer illuminate important dimensions of 
the question, but have yet to provide a satisfactory answer to the com- 
plex relationship between colonialism and genocide in Nazi imperialism. 
Zimmerer’s call to analyze “Nazi expansion and occupation policy in the 
East as colonial”?” underplays the specificity of anti-Semitism within Nazi 
colonialism, while Traverso does not consider the “colonial situation” that 
the Nazis created on the ground in the East. Historians of Nazi population 
policy and the “Final Solution,” such as Christopher Browning, Dieter 
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Pohl, and Gotz Aly, who have painstakingly reconstructed the events and 
underlying decisions, likewise have paid scant attention to the colonial 
dimension.'® 

This chapter proposes to advance our understanding of the interre- 
lationships between empire building, colonial rule, and genocide in the 
Nazi-occupied East by illuminating two aspects of this colonial dimension. 
On the one hand, it highlights how the complex identities of “native” and 
“colonizer” in Nazi discourse affected the differing treatment of Jews and 
Slavs. On the other, it focuses on the internal tensions in the Nazi project 
that led ultimately to the radicalization of policy towards Jews and com- 
parative deradicalization of policy towards Poles and Ukrainians. 


Colonial Racism and Anti-Semitism 


The Holocaust was not a typical colonial genocide because “the Jew” was 
not a typical colonial other. Such an other—the “native”—was regarded as 
stupid, lazy, smelly, ill-clothed, and lacking technical and organizational 
ability, but able to perform simple work if led. The Slavs filled the role of 
the colonial “native” in this way. While often depicted as barbarian hordes, 
they did not arouse fear as such among the Germans. Once deprived of their 
leadership caste, their residual “Germanic racial elements,” and the “living 
space” required by Germans, they could serve as the slaves for German 
masters. Such exploitation of the Jews, however, was impossible because 
they themselves were portrayed as successful colonizers.!? The Nazis feared 
the Jews, then, because they regarded themselves as the indigenous people 
of Central and Eastern Europe who were fighting off Jewish penetration.?° 
National Socialism was in its heart a national liberation movement, the 
swastika its symbol of fertility and resurrection. Even before Mein Kampf, 
Hitler complained that “a nation of poets and thinkers” was being reduced 
to “a nation of helots.” The state created by Bismarck had become “a col- 
ony,” hardly better off than Ireland, India, or Egypt. In Hitler’s eyes, Jews 
were responsible for godless Bolshevism and soulless Americanism, global 
capitalism, and the oppressive nature of the Versailles system.*! 

And yet, this telling distinction does not fully capture the place of East- 
ern Jews in Nazi eyes. For as the German policeman Hans Richter observed, 
Eastern Jews were oriental in character, especially in their squalor and petty 
trade in small items. “The Eastern Jew does not rule like the one in the 
West, as a big capitalist and ruthless dominator of the world market, nei- 
ther with shares of stock nor the earth’s minerals, but in odds and ends and 
through mass volume.”” Friedrich Gollert, a Nazi official with the land use 
planning office in Warsaw, juxtaposed the German and Jewish influence 
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upon that city as a mirror image: what German colonizers had built up over 
centuries, the Jews took over and ran down. The Nazi assault was “an act 
of historical justice” because it “took away from the Jew not what he has 
earned as a fighter and a colonizer, but as a parasite.” 

What is remarkable about the Nazi treatment of Eastern Jews—and we 
contend that this accounts for its unrelenting ferocity—is the fact that the 
Nazis viewed them as natives in the classical colonial sense and as pernicious 
colonizers of supposed ancestral German land. The Jew thereby incarnated 
both the native other and the colonizing other, combining contempt and 
fear ina lethal cocktail. This conflation is made plain by the Nazi observa- 
tion that the seemingly primitive Jews migrated west to replenish the stock 
of ruthless dominators. H.E. Seifert remarked in 1940 that in Poland, the 
“Jewish people lives in their native filth,” but its danger was not only in its 
potential to emigrate. “There are not two different kinds of Jews but just 
different manifestations of the one Jew,” he complained. “In Lublin, the 
ridiculous and the refined are densely concentrated together, the cretin and 
the would-be intellectual, the Eastern Jew with kaftan and hanging locks 
and the already Westernized Jew.”** A page in the 1941 book by the Gen- 
eral Government’s agricultural minister shows two pictures, one of Jews in 
a labor gang and one of two Jews standing idly on the street, one wearing 
a kaftan and the other a suit. “‘Lousy times!’ Now the time for haggling is 
over,” reads the caption.*? Here the two racialized others were incarnated 
in a single image: the Jew appeared as both quintessential “native” and 
the greatest threat to the German colonizer. Where Jews edged toward the 
“native,” there was always the reference to the Western Jew through the 
“breeding ground” argument and, especially in Ukraine, to the Eastern 
Jew as carrier of “Judeo-Bolshevism” and partisan resistance. The logical 
outcome of this view was that Jews not be allowed to leave—indeed, that 
they be exterminated. 


Colonial Policy Development and the Contingencies of War 


We know from Holocaust research that ideology was not implemented in a 
mechanical way, but was mediated by a range of wartime and administra- 
tive contingencies. We argue that there was a colonial dimension to these 
contingencies. In colonizing Poland and Ukraine, the Nazis propelled their 
regime toward genocide. All these dynamics extend in some way from colo- 
nialism’s basic distinction between settlement and exploitation. Three such 
dynamics operated in the General Government of occupied Poland and 
the Reich Commissariat Ukraine. First, although all groups paid homage 
to the long-term Nazi goal of settling the East with Germans, there were 
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significant conflicts between the exploitation-minded civil administrations 
and the settlement-minded SS police. The resulting fault lines are remark- 
ably congruent with the traditional distinction between settlement-migra- 
tion colonialism and occupation-exploitation economic colonialism. As the 
conflict unfolded, it led both groups to unite over the extermination of 
Jews while clashing over exterminating non-Jewish, non-German inhabit- 
ants. Second, Nazi colonization campaigns and genocide were intrinsically 
linked in the Nazi concept of Lebensraum. “As long as a single Jew remains 
in the land,” wrote a Nazi reporter in May 1942, “the complete fulfillment 
of the tasks placed before the Government General will hardly be pos- 
sible.”76 Anti-Semitism was a unifying force among divergent Nazi colo- 
nizer groups, each of which pursued its own variant of the colonial mission 
of building Lebensraum in the East. Third, and finally, as the genocide 
against the Slavs and the Jews progressed in tandem in the occupied East- 
ern territories, the colonial dynamics related to settlement and exploitation 
caused the former genocide to progress to its grisly conclusion and the lat- 
ter genocide to slow down in order to keep the “natives” under control. 


Colonialism and Genocide in the General Government (Poland) 


The General Government witnessed a conflict between the two ideal types 
of colonialism, the settlement-oriented SS and the exploitation-oriented 
civil administration, notwithstanding considerable overlap between them. 
As the war pushed the clash to crisis stage by 1941, leaders at the center 
and periphery were able to lay their differences aside regarding colonial 
concepts and find common ground in the pursuit of destructive anti-Jewish 
policies. Killing the Jews served the colonial goals of both groups of colo- 
nizers. However, a similar consensus was never reached regarding the treat- 
ment of Poles. Moreover, the conflict did not begin in 1939, but emerged 
from the course of colonial rule in the context of war. 

In the General Government, exploitation colonialism was the first to 
emerge, and remained predominant until the summer of 1941. Hans Frank 
created a full-blown colonial state in order to achieve Hitler’s orders to 
impose order, to alleviate Poland’s economic burden on Germany, and to 
put Poland’s land and labor to the service of the Reich. Against Frank’s 
wishes, the General Government also quickly became Germany’s Siberia: 
the dumping ground for “undesirables” from the rest of the empire. Nazi 
leaders at first intended to create a Jewish reservation around Lublin where 
“excess” Jews could be worked to death digging anti-tank ditches. In the 
settlement of ethnic Germans, the General Government served as a “transit 
land” for the Volhynians and Galicians trekking to the Warthegau, which 


378 David Furber and Wendy Lower 
ar a remain 


~~ 


lay between the General Government and pre-1939 Germany. In 1940, the 
SS even evacuated 30,000 ethnic Germans from the Cholm region to the 
Warthegau. Germanization may have been the long-term goal for the Gen- 
eral Government; in the first years of occupation, however, the Nazis per- 
ceived it as a “labor reserve.”*” 

Settlement colonialism soon asserted itself in the General Govern- 
ment. In the first phase of the war, the SS concentrated on Germanizing 
the so-called incorporated Eastern territories such as the Warthegau. In 
this context, the General Government was a dumping ground, not a settle- 
ment zone. Soon the SS and Police Leader in Lublin, Odilo Globocnik, 
became convinced that the General Government was ripe for immediate 
Germanization starting in the District of Lublin. Through 1940, his eth- 
nologists secretly combed the region in a “Search for German Blood.” The 
land surrounding the town of Zamosc they found particularly promising. 
Yet this entire region was not only a major Jewish cultural center, but also 
the primary “dumping ground” from the days of the Lublin Reservation. 
Therefore, the problematic of resettlement and Jewish question went hand 
in hand in the General Government as elsewhere. 

Because Frank’s model promised the best utilization of Polish resources 
in an as-yet-undecided war, his view prevailed until the euphoria of victory 
overtook the Nazi leadership in the summer of 1941. Operation Barbarossa 
presented the Nazis with a grand historical opportunity to build their racial 
empire. By September 1941, Globocnik believed it was time to Germanize 
Lublin by deporting Jews “to the east” and resettling Poles to make room for 
test settlements of German villages around Zamosc. On 1 October, he wrote 
Himmler; the two met for two hours on the thirteenth, after which Himmler 
approved the construction of a death camp near Belzec and the settlement 
of seven villages with Germans. Both were initiated in November 1941. Hit- 
ler approved the decision and informed Hans Frank, who was in Berlin at 
the time.*® Back in Poland, Frank toured the General Government and held 
meetings with his provincial governors, approving the closing of ghettos, 
and informing his men that Lublin’s Jews would soon be “evacuated across 
the [river] Bug.”?? Returning to Krakow to celebrate the second anniversary 
of the General Government, Frank reminded his men that the Nazis’ work 
in the East had a “colonial character.”*° He placed the upcoming evacuation 
of Jews from the General Government in an imperial context: “The more 
land we conquer in the East, the greater the probability that we will get rid 
of the Jews and asocial Poles, that in the course of time the overall settlement 
program of the East will allow us to arrange to make this land of the Vistula 
all the way to the Pruth River German settlement land.*!” 

The SS took the lead in the “Final Solution to the Jewish Question” in 
order to prepare the ground for settlement. Globocnik was working from 
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a local perspective toward the larger goal of Germanization outlined in the 
SS’s emerging, secret colonization plan for the East, the so-called General- 
plan Ost. Himmler integrated Globocnik’s initiative within that broader SS 
program of extermination and resettlement. During these first two weeks 
in October 1941, the Wehrmacht was winning stunning victories against 
the Soviets in the so-called double battle of Vyazma and Bryansk. Soviet 
defeat appeared imminent; Stalin even contemplated surrender.** On 17 
October, Hitler relaxed from his position as military commander to ex- 
plain his decision to Fritz Todt and Fritz Sauckel. For him, it was not a 
matter of Lublin, but of settlements all the way to the Crimea and the Cau- 
casus. Everywhere, the “natives” (Eingeborenen) would be “sifted.” The 
“destructive Jews would be completely excluded.” Germany would “not 
come to the remainder with soft soap,” but replace them with Germans and 
“deal with them like the Indians.”3? Whereas Globocnik sought to build a 
death camp to further his regional projects in Lublin, Hitler approved the 
enterprise in an imperial frame of mind. When it happened, the decision 
to exterminate the Jews was part of a larger Nazi vision of a racial empire 
in the East. 

Although the SS initiated the “Final Solution,” Frank’s administration 
supported it for its own reasons. By late 1941, the General Government 
was suffering from an acute crisis brought on by three factors. First, its thin 
resources were already overtaxed as thousands more Poles were deported 
from the Warthegau, which it was attempting to Germanize, and as Jewish 
transports began rolling in.*4 Second, the Jews in the ghettos were running 
out of money to finance their upkeep as resources were becoming more 
scarce, resulting in a health crisis. Third, the extended character of Opera- 
tion Barbarossa led to increased demands upon the General Government 
to contribute to the war effort, demands that intensified in 1942 and 1943. 
There was no way to meet them while maintaining the Jews, whose ability 
to contribute through labor was by now vastly diminished.*> This complex 
of factors motivated administrators to support the murder of Jews while 
opposing the resettlement of Poles. 

Poles deported from the Warthegau were dumped in the General Gov- 
ernment, where a police border separated them from their old homes. 
When the Zamosc villages were settled with Germans in November 1941, 
the deportees were merely put in a nearby refugee camp. They would show 
up at night to steal their livestock and otherwise wreak havoc.*® Then in 
January 1942, SS men resumed their survey of villages, indicating another 
resettlement action. As the Governor of Lublin, Ernst Zorner, complained 
in a letter to Krakow that summarized the complaints of his subordinates, 
these visits unsettled the Polish peasantry. Some packed up and disap- 
peared; most stopped investing in or caring for their farms; many were 
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ignoring the spring planting—against German orders—because they did 
not expect to be there for the harvest.*’ The protests went all the way to 
Himmler and Hitler, who allowed Globocnik to continue on a more lim- 
ited scale in November 1942. The results were disastrous. By then, Ger- 
man grain requisitions were causing deprivation in the countryside just as 
military setbacks made the Germans appear vulnerable. Resettlements in 
Lublin that continued into early 1943 actually sparked a massive partisan 
movement that required an expensive and disruptive counterinsurgency 
Campaign to suppress.°® 

Resettlement affected agricultural production vital to the war effort, 
and “seriously threatened the achievement of the final victory [Endsieg],” 
as Frank wrote to Hitler in May 1943.°? The administrators blamed Glo- 
bocnik and sought to implement a milder policy that might win Poles over 
to the German side in return for some cultural autonomy and more indi- 
rect rule. Therefore, Frank argued, they should be postponed until after 
the war. In the event, Hitler gradually came around. Further resettlements 
were called off; Globocnik was transferred out in September 1943.*° At the 
same time, Hitler disavowed Frank’s new course on the grounds that Poles 
could never be reconciled to German rule. Germany had attempted to win 
Poles to their side in World War I; the Poles instead rose up in November 
1918 and expelled the Germans. 

Was Frank committed to Germanization? Was this a clash between 
settlement and exploitation or simply an argument about the timing of 
settlement? In the propitious circumstances of October 1941, Frank was 
genuinely excited about Germanization in Lublin, but turned against the 
settlement aspect when it caused badly timed problems with the Poles. Had 
the first Zamosc Aktion not disrupted the occupation, perhaps he would 
have continued his enthusiasm. Knowing that Himmler was fully com- 
mitted to settlement, Frank realized he would get nowhere if he took a 
stand against Germanization in principle. The appearance of sentimental- 
ity toward non-Germans was equally likely to be unproductive in sway- 
ing Hitler. Hence the documentary record is strewn with bloodcurdling 
anti-Polish and pro-settlement statements. At the same time, he liked to be 
called a “prince of the Italian Renaissance.”” As “king of the Poles,” he an- 
nounced to all audiences that Poland was a nation of primitive savages unfit 
for self-government.” He believed his “laboratory for colonial administra- 
tion,”*? as he sometimes called the General Government, brought peace, 
order, and just rule to the Poles, albeit in their capacity as racially inferior, 
second-class subjects. The plans he approved during his heyday as colonial 
governor, between June 1940 and August 1941, foresaw the transforma- 
tion of the General Government into a semi-industrialized, agriculturally 
efficient provider of cheap labor, grain, and raw materials to Germany. 
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The implantation of German settlers did not figure into these plans on a 
large scale.** Hitler and Frank both wanted to treat the Poles like Indians; 
although their visions both elided India and North America, Hitler leaned 
more toward North America and Frank toward India. 

Did colonial genocides occur in Poland, the Jewish one remembered 
and the Polish one ignored—a so-called forgotten Holocaust?* Yes and no. 
Frank and his colleagues in the civil administration arrived in Poland as 
amateurs, with little knowledge either of Poland or of administration. Ex- 
perts such as Seifert came forward to educate them on Polish conditions.” 
While expending considerable effort to destroy Polish nationhood as such, 
they metamorphosed into what was, for the time and circumstances, a 
typical colonial administration with a mission to educate the “natives” for 
work. Unrelated to these considerations, Globocnik acclimated to Poland 
and concluded that Lublin was ripe for German settlement. The SS and 
civil administration then cooperated or clashed on two different colonial 
genocides. One, against Poland’s Jews, progressed because of a consensus 
among the colonizers and relative lack of resistance. The other, against 
the Poles, remained incomplete for the opposite reasons: competing visions 
and uneconomical resistance. As we will see, the first one progressed be- 
cause reactions to colonial obstacles, such as black market trading, could 
be joined to ideological considerations, such as Poland as the “breeding 
ground” of a racially unified “World Jewry.” 

The second one elicited no such convergence, but rather a divergence. 
At first, Nazis conceived of Poles as a unified, Slavic people, but gradu- 
ally decided there was no such thing as a racial Pole. Instead there were 
Masovians, Krakovians, “Kurpier, Podlachier, Lubliner, Lasowiaker,” and 
so forth, just as there were no Ukrainians but “Dolynianer, Buzaner, Pid- 
hirianer, Batken,” and so on. These were not Slavs but varying admixtures 
of “Nordic, Subnordic, Dinarian, Praeslavic, and Eastern” racial types.*’ 
In other words, the Nazis reconfigured or colonized Poland from a Euro- 
pean nation into a conglomeration of indigenous peoples. Only a minority 
of the colonizer community agreed upon the need to exterminate them. A 
German sergeant at Majdanek about to be hanged in Lublin after the war 


shouted his regret “at not wiping out the entire Polish population when he 
had been given the chance.”* 


Jews as Colonial Problem in the General Government 
Anti-Semitism heavily influenced how Nazi officials perceived their con- 


crete tasks of colonization and development, and shaped the language of 
Nazi colonialism. The Nazis in Poland attacked a “Jewish problem” as 
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part of the economic and medical “rationality” of colonial rule. When the 
district official of Jedrzejow in the Radom District of the General Govern- 
ment arrived at his post in late 1939, the stores were empty, crime ruled the 
streets, and nobody did any work. The town’s one-quarter Jewish popu- 
lation allegedly exacerbated the situation. Order soon appeared after the 
man had publicly shot on the market square three Jews from whose house 
snipers had fired at Germans. Then it was “time to revive the economic 
life of the district.” Unfortunately, the official believed this was under the 
control of Jews who shirked German price restrictions. He placed German 
trustees in charge of Jewish businesses, but had to move gradually because 
of the lack of available Germans.” The official then called a meeting of 
Polish priests, teachers, and mayors. He “made it clear that we have not 
come here as destroyers, but feel responsible for security and calm for the 
restoration of the economy and orderly life.” He warned, however, that 
Poles and Jews must maintain a “sharp separation of the races.” He noted 
a “particularly keen willingness to cooperate on the part of the mayors, 
which was also later confirmed in practice during the solution of the Jew- 
ish question,” which at this time meant expropriation and concentration in 
preparation for future removal to points as yet undetermined. He charac- 
terized the establishment of the ghetto as an economic stabilization mea- 
sure. “Instead of standing around on the streets, the Jews were organized 
into labor columns, which marched out at daybreak to road work, debris 
removal, and other lesser tasks.” The unemployed Poles were also pressed 
into labor gangs, but “were sharply separated from the Jews and given as 
much as possible more dignified tasks. So far as possible the Jews have been 
replaced by Aryans.”°° 

Officials governing the District of Warsaw also regarded its Jews as a 
primary development obstacle. The land had to be “liberated from chaos” 
that stemmed partly from the Poles’ perceived natural inability to organize 
states, and partly from the perceived pernicious Jewish influence that Poles 
despised but were too weak to counteract.*! This “liberation” required ini- 
tiative on the part of the district officials. Already in the spring of 1940, 
one of them to the west of Warsaw had enclosed “his” Jews in a ghetto to 
prevent the spread of disease. Officials elsewhere learned from his experi- 
ence, so that by 1941 all Jews in the Warsaw District resided in ghettos, 
awaiting future removal.** The biggest one was in Warsaw, closed off from 
the outside world for “public health reasons.” Then, in the spring of 1941, 
the Jews of the western half of the District were evacuated to the Warsaw 
ghetto, making the region “judenfrei.” The stated reason were control of 
epidemics and black market trading, both of which allegedly declined fol- 
lowing the removal of the local Jewish populations. These actions were 
not undertaken with the intention of genocide, but pushed the Germans 
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strongly in that direction. When they removed Jews, they found improve- 
ments in health and economy due to less competition for scarce resources 
in a given area, which led to calls for more removals. 

The perceived gains were reinforced by the crisis situation that emerged 
by the fall of 1941, the crusading mentality that emerged with the war 
against “Judeo-Bolshevism,” and the fact that the ghettoized Jews had run 
out of money to pay for their upkeep. Instead, German leaders in the Gen- 
eral Government hoped that Poland’s Jews might be shipped farther east 
into the soon-to-be former Soviet Union. When these hopes proved to be 
unfounded and news of mass shootings of Jews in the east filtered into Po- 
land, local German leaders began to think along similar lines. 

Jean-Paul Sartre asserted once that colonial regimes shrink from exter- 
minating indigenous populations because they rely on their cheap labor.°° 
As General Lothar von Trotha decided to exterminate the Herero of Na- 
mibia in 1904, settlement commissioner Paul Rohrbach protested that he 
was killing the settlers’ source of labor.°* These concerns also abounded in 
Nazi colonialism, but more with regard to Poles and Ukrainians than to 
Jews. In the General Government, administrators quickly came to consider 
Jews a “burden” rather than an economic resource: 


In order to put the work-capable Jews to a useful activity, they were all called to 
forced labor through a directive of the Governor General. They were primarily 
put to work on water regulation, road construction, street cleaning, and snow 
removal, as well as rubble removal in destroyed towns. This effort has defini- 
tively proven that the Jew ts not in the position to do the simplest physical labor 
in a reasonable and economically rational way. The average productive capacity 
of a Polish laborer is far higher than that of the Jew.» 


Ata meeting of the civil administrative leaders in Warsaw in October 1941, 
the Governor of Warsaw, Ludwig Fischer, announced thatthe ghetto would 
be sealed completely to prevent typhus and to decrease black market trade 
in food. To compensate, ghetto rations would have to be increased to about 
1,050 grams of bread per day. He lamented that these amounts of food 
were still “too little to sustain life.” Yet he concluded, “this war is about a 
confrontation with Jewry in its totality. ... I believe that threat is answered 
when we annihilate this breeding ground of Jewry, from which the entire 
World Jewry continually renews itself.”°® 

The Nazi perception of Jews was not only driven by a pragmatic or 
developmental logic. The colonizers elevated the self-perception of their 
task to “world historical” by considering Poland the “breeding ground” 
(Brutstatte) of “World Jewry” that they felt was oppressing Germany. “Lu- 
blin has been the point of crystallization, the organizational epicenter of 
World Jewry for centuries,” wrote H.E. Seifert in a 1940 book intended 
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for German personnel, The Jew on the Eastern Border.’’ In May 1942, as 
the “Final Solution” was getting underway, Radom governor Erich Kundt 
wrote in an essay for the Europdische Revue that “the territory of former 
Poland and the broader East can be regarded as the breeding ground of 
modern world Jewry ... The Jewish problem therefore posed the German 
administration from the beginning with special problems.”°? Kundt then 
recited the familiar litany about typhus, the black market, and the Jew- 
ish stranglehold on Poland’s economy. While pressing, these problems by 
themselves do not appear to have fully justified the increasingly harsh treat- 
ment and ultimately murder of Poland’s Jews. The harsher the treatment 
became, the more Nazi administrators justified it through the “breeding 
ground” and similar transcendent arguments. 

Nevertheless, the colonial and the metaphysical remained linked. As 
the policeman Hans Richter wrote in a 1943 memoir, “In the pursuit of 
Its goal to provide the German people with a sufficient, sterilized Leben- 
sraum, and over and above that, to achieve the Neuordnung of Europe, the 
Third Reich could not avoid the destruction of this germ cell.”°? As we have 
seen, even Hitler framed his basic decision in October 1941 to pursue ex- 
termination of the Jews of Europe rather than their expulsion from Europe 
in these biological-racialist, imperial terms. 


Nazi Colonization and the Holocaust in Ukraine 


To what extent was the Holocaust in Ukraine a colonial genocide? Certainly, 
the Ukraine was regarded as colonial territory. Whereas in Poland Frank 
insisted ironically on the essential civility of the Nazi colonizer, in Ukraine 
his regional counterpart, Reich Commissar Koch, denigrated Ukrainians 
as “white Negroes” and proudly showed off his unbridled brutality.6° A 
self-described brutal dog, Erich Koch relished his newfound power over 
Ukraine and Ukrainians. Koch condoned the whipping of the “natives,” 
although in a touching gesture toward a code of honor, he thought that 
German officials who did so while drunk in public were a disgrace to the 
Nazi uniform. Koch took most of his cues from Hitler, who objected to 
any civilizing mission in Ukraine. Combining atavistic “blood and soil” 
notions of utopia with modern state structures and methods, Hitler, Him- 
miler, Walther Darré, and other Nazi ideologues envisioned Ukraine as “a 
hothouse of Germanic blood,” as the future breeding ground of the Aryan 
race where soldier-peasants tilled the soil, weapons at their side, ready to 
defend the farm from the “Asian hordes.” Hitler summed up the Nazi colo- 
nizing mission in Ukraine as follows: “In twenty years the Ukraine will 
already be a home for twenty million inhabitants besides the natives. In 
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three hundred years, the country will be one of the loveliest gardens in the 
world. As for the natives, we’ll have to screen them carefully. The Jew, that 
destroyer, we shall drive out ... our colonizing penetration must be con- 
stantly progressive, until it reaches the stage where our own colonists far 
outnumber the local inhabitants.”® 

Hitler and his cohorts prided themselves as revolutionaries with a 
radical plan for transforming Ukraine, but their ideas did not develop in 
a historical vacuum. Thus one finds in Hitler’s and Himmler’s imagin- 
ings of the new Aryan paradise references to the North American frontier, 
the British Empire in India, and the European exploitation of Africans in 
the late nineteenth century. Indeed, Ukraine was to be Germany’s India. 
Ukrainians were not to be educated; their nationalistic senses were not to 
be awakened. They were only to serve their Germans masters like helots 
and could expect in return, as Hitler put it, “scarves, glass beads and ev- 
erything that colonial peoples like.”®* In Himmler’s SS propaganda publi- 
cation, Der Untermensch (The Sub-Human), one reads about the life and 
death struggle between Germans and Jews alongside Nazi claims to East- 
ern European territory, depicted as “black earth that could be a paradise, 
a California of Europe.”® Propaganda efforts by the regime, including 
photos and films, showed ethnic German settlers driving covered wagons 
adorned with portraits of their Fiihrer.°* German officials and soldiers in 
Ukraine wrote home to the Reich that the black marketeering in Ukraine 
was like trading with “Negro tribes” (Negerstammen) who exchanged 
ivory for glass beads.® 

Nazi colonial fantasies—evident in propaganda images, common met- 
aphors, literature that circulated among officials—and the self-fashioning 
of Nazi leaders (Koch’s commissars were ridiculed by Ukrainians and Ger- 
mans alike for “strutting about like golden pheasants”) mingled with an 
everyday reality of bureaucratic turf wars, power struggles, and ideologi- 
cal clashes over the priorities of Ostpolitik (eastern policy). Though much 
scholarship has dealt with the power struggles between and within Alfred 
Rosenberg’s Reich Ministry for the Occupied Eastern Territories and Him- 
mler’s sprawling SS police and racial resettlement agencies, little has been 
written about the ideological basis of these conflicts. One of the essential 
divides in the Ostpolitik debate was an issue that Rosenberg identified in 
the 1930s (if not earlier), but was unable to resolve in his capacity as Reich 
Minister for the Occupied Eastern Territories. More than a decade before 
the Germans conquered Ukraine, Rosenberg published an editorial in the 
Volkischer Beobachter about Germany’s future challenge. Germany had 
to combine its otherwise divergent Ostpolitik and Weltpolitik trends, he 
wrote, in order to satisfy the “peasant” and “Viking” drives of the German 
Volk. In Rosenberg’s mind, the peasant represented the settler, organically 
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and racially tied to the land, while the Viking embodied a Teutonic spirit of 
conquest. Historian Woodruff Smith has phrased this conflict another way, 
arguing that Hitler and the Nazi leadership “had to solve the Weltpolitik- 
Lebensraum dichotomy in the German imperialist tradition. In doing so, 
they bridged the migrationist and economic driving forces for expansion 
by developing an ambitious program of resettlement and economic autarky 
within a Nazi-dominated Europe.”° 

The merger of these two expansionist currents—one focused on settle- 
ment, the other on economic extraction—occurred in the Reich Commis- 
sariat as it did in Poland, and with similarly disastrous results. Yet for 
decades, many scholars of the Second World War and the Third Reich, 
including Smith, concluded that this unusual brand of Nazi imperialist 
ideology explained how the war began but not why the Holocaust came 
about, when in fact Nazi expansionism was inherently anti-Semitic and 
genocidal. Thus, for example, Smith concluded that, “many of the most 
horrendous of Nazi actions (especially the massacre of the Jews) and many 
of the self-defeating economic initiatives of the German government before 
and during the World War had comparatively little to do with the specifi- 
cally imperialist parts of the Nazi program.”°’ His approach also missed 
significant continuities of German “native” policies in the Kaiser’s Africa 
and Hitler’s Eastern Europe. 

The causal links between the Holocaust and the Nazi conquest of its 
Lebensraum were forged in the summer of 1941, when the Germans in- 
vaded the Soviet Union. According to Christopher Browning, the fateful 
months of Nazi decision making surrounding the Holocaust coincided with 
the German war against the Soviet Union in the summer of 1941, as he 
described it, in a “euphoria of victory.”°? The warfare was not limited to 
the front lines of battle, but also waged in the rear areas against Bolshe- 
viks, Jews and other “threats.” The success of this initial Vernichtung- 
skrieg emboldened Nazi leaders to opt for mass murder of all European 
Jews. But Browning’s “euphoria of victory” was also an expression of what 
historian Elizabeth Harvey has analyzed and Germans at the time called 
“Ostrausch,” a colonizing high or intoxication with the East.°? Even as 
the military advance slowed in the fall of 1941, the Nazi imperial dream 
motivated ever more radical genocidal schemes against the Jews and other 
“natives” trapped behind the lines. By 1942, most of the Europe fell within 
the sphere of the Nazi empire, but German leaders focused on the East as 
the central laboratory for genocidal and colonial experiments. 

In fact, the now-infamous “Final Solution” order (dated 31 July 1941) 
that empowered Reinhard Heydrich to pursue a European-wide campaign 
against the Jews occurred about the same time as Hitler’s lengthy dis- 
cussion with Goring, Bormann, Lammers, Rosenberg, and Keitel about 
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creating a Garden of Eden in the East.”° This meeting also sealed Erich 
Koch’s appointment as Reich Commissar. GOring nominated Koch by ar- 
guing that Koch was the best suited to fully exploit Ukraine’s economic 
resources. Rosenberg objected because Koch was an uncontrollable brute 
with no appreciation for Ukrainians as a people. Typically, Hitler made 
the final decision, stating, “the most important region for the next three 
years is undoubtedly the Ukraine. Therefore, it will be best for Koch to 
be appointed there.”’! Meanwhile, Himmler, whose power was extended 
over police and security operation in the former Soviet territories, mobi- 
lized his resettlement experts to expand the Generalplan Ost to include 
these newly won territories.”” 

As Hitler’s right hand man for “Germanization” and security opera- 
tions, Heinrich Himmler oversaw the development of a new racial and 
spatial scheme for Ukraine. It was not to be 100 percent Germanized 
like the annexed territories of the Reich in the Polish Warthegau. In- 
stead, Himmler’s planners conceived of Ukraine as a land of Siedlungs- 
marken and Stitzpunkte, or patches of German settlements. They aimed 
to consolidate the scattered communities of Volhynian Germans located 
in west-central Ukraine and residing in the Zhytomyr Commissariat, and 
the so-called Black Sea Germans located in southern Ukraine, including 
the Crimea (which Hitler dreamed of as a Nazi Riviera and Robert Ley 
envisioned as “one large German spa” for his “Strength Through Joy” 
tourism).’? The ethnic German settlements and farms were to be placed 
along the new autobahns, railway lines, and river ways running from 
east to west and north to south.” Such Nazi dreams may very well have 
inspired Hitler and Himmler to push through a genocidal Final Solution 
to the Jewish Question. However, most of their subordinates who carried 
out the killing rarely presented or explained their actions as the first step 
in German colonization. Instead of referring to vague, utopian notions 
of a future Aryan paradise in Ukraine, lower-level perpetrators wrote of 
the immediate security threat posed by Soviet Jews, the so-called bearers 
of Bolshevism. 

Acting under guidelines and instructions from superiors, German sol- 
diers, SS and policemen, and administrative functionaries secured their 
hegemony over Ukraine through a ruthless campaign of ethnic cleansing 
and suppression of all forms of resistance. Quickly moving from town to 
town, shtetl to shtetl, they apprehended and killed Soviet functionaries, 
Communist Party members, and in ever-increasing numbers, Jews.’°? The 
Chief of the Reich Security Main Office, Reinhard Heydrich, deployed his 
Einsatzgruppen to penetrate the towns and villages and initiate shooting 
sprees and pogroms against the intelligentsia and Jewish men with greater 
force than they had applied in Poland during Autumn 1939. As many as 
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25,000 Jews died in pogroms during the 1941 invasion of western Ukraine. 
In Zhytomyr as elsewhere, Nazi secret police stirred up popular anti-Semi- 
tism with propaganda campaigns and public demonstrations. Shortly after 
the Jews of Zhytomyr had been forced into the historic Jewish quarter 
along Chudnovskaia, a notice appeared in the local Ukrainian paper. Nazi 
propagandists and officials denounced the Jews as arsonists and blamed 
them for the destruction of the city center that occurred during the invasion 
(which had actually been caused by the Luftwaffe bombers). In retaliation, 
one hundred male Jews were seized, marched along the main square, forced 
into trucks, transported to the edge of the city and shot on 19 July.” Less 
than two weeks later, Himmler’s right-hand man in Ukraine, SS-General 
Friedrich Jeckeln, sanctioned the killing of women, and pressured subor- 
dinates to kill as many Jews as possible.’’” By August 1941, Nazi leaders 
realized that genocide of all Soviet Jews was possible and began to expand 
the killing actions against women and children. 

As Nazi leaders saw it, the “constructive” work of colonization—the 
exploitation of Ukraine’s racial and economic assets—could not begin 
until the Reich’s political enemies and racial threats had been destroyed 
and rooted out. Therefore the priority of the advanced squads of mobile 
killing units such as SS-Colonel Paul Blobel’s Sonderkommando 4A was 
to “cleanse” the territory and prepare the way for other Germanization 
forces operating in its wake.’”® Not far behind Blobel’s mobile killing unit 
was another Einsatzgruppe deployed by Himmler, the Sonderkommando 
Russland. In form, the “Special Commando Russia” (less than half the 
size of an Einsatzgruppe) epitomized the conglomeration of security and 
racial specialists that the SS and police became. It consisted of about 280 
men (and a few female assistants, welfare workers, and teachers) from the 
Reich Commission for the Strengthening of Germandom (RKF), the Race 
and Settlement Main Office (RuSHA), the Economic and Administrative 
Main Office (WVHA), the Ethnic German Liaison Office (VoMi), and 
the Security Service (SD). Many had tested out their methods the previ- 
ous two years in Poland, concentrating their resettlement efforts in the 
Warthegau and around Lublin in the General Government. In Ukraine, 
the Sonderkommando Russland established headquarters first in Zhyto- 
myr then Odessa, Nicoleav, Crimea, and Kiev.’? Thus, while the Sipo-SD 
Einsatzgruppen (C and D) focused on security and intelligence opera- 
tions, above all anti-Jewish measures, these other SS colonization task 
forces concentrated on three secret Germanization activities: 1) deter- 
mination of “valuable German blood”; 2) survey and registration of the 
land for later SS colonization; and 3) coordination of colonization work 
with other Himmler agencies in order to secure SS police strongholds 
in Ukraine.®° However, only in certain locations where ethnic Germans 
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resided did the unfolding of the Holocaust and Nazi Volksdeutsche pro- 
grams actually coincide, and this overlap occurred mainly in Romanian 
occupied parts of southern Ukraine. 

In the Reich Commissariat Ukraine, the largest concentrations of eth- 
nic Germans were around the Black Sea, Dnipropetrovs’k, and Zhytomyr. 
In the Black Sea region, which was divided between German and Roma- 
nian occupiers, Sonderkommando Russland task forces (under Dr. Klaus 
Siebert’s command) registered more than 130,000 ethnic Germans in July 
and August 1941.®! Siebert’s headquarters was in Landau, a historic eth- 
nic German settlement about fifty kilometers northwest of Nicoleav. From 
here, his staff managed fourteen settlement centers (Bereichkommandos) 
that stretched across German military, civilian, and Romanian-occupied 
territory. According to the Tighina Agreement of 30 August 1941 and 
a November 1941 pact between Romanian Foreign Minister Mihai An- 
tonescu and German Ambassador to Romania Manfred von Killinger, the 
Volksdeutsche colonies in the newly acquired Romanian territory (formerly 
in Soviet Ukraine) came under the authority of the Volksdeutsche Mittel- 
stelle (VoMi), which deployed its SS personnel to the historic settlements of 
Rastatt, Lichtenfeld, Hoffnungsthal, and Bergdorf, among others. Most of 
these German communities originated with the migrations of Germans to 
tsarist Russia in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.*” 

The settlements contained ethnic German mayors, schools, farms, 
and semi-autonomous German police forces, known as the Selbstschutz.®° 
With minimal prodding from the Reich German and Romanian authori- 
ties, the colonists and their Selbstschutz forces were mobilized to assist in 
the “ethnic cleansing.” They massacred Jews and Roma who lived in or 
near their colonies. According to testimony of a former Romanian pre- 
fect in Transnistria, in 1942 the inhabitants of the ethnic German colony 
Schonfeld killed and burned gypsies on their farms.** In the winter of 
1941/42, as many as 30,000 Jews were brought from Odessa to Beresovka, 
located near a cluster of ethnic German colonies. Romanian and German 
documents as well as eyewitness accounts reveal that a combination of 
ethnic German Selbstschutz, colonists, Ukrainian militia, and Romanian 
gendarmes shot 18,000 Jews at the death camp of Domanovka south of 
the Bug River. At the Romanian camp of Bogdanovka, where another 
48,000 Jews were forcibly marched, tens of thousands were killed in con- 
tinuous mass shootings, barn burnings, and with hand grenades. Many 
succumbed in the freezing temperatures to typhus and famine-related ill- 
nesses. 8° In summer and fall 1942, while Himmler was stationed at his 
Ukrainian headquarters near Zhytomyr, he and his staff toured the Volks- 
deutsche communities and were so impressed with the work of the Selbst- 
schutz in southern Ukraine and Transnistria that they formed similar 
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police training schools and activated Volksdeutsche police and Waffen-SS 
units for antipartisan actions in the Reich Commissariat Ukraine.*® 

Besides Himmler, Alfred Rosenberg carved out his area of colonizing 
activity, which he tried to expand until the last days of the occupation. Dr. 
Karl Stumpp was Rosenberg’s main agent in Ukraine, charged with the 
registration, rehabilitation, and education of ethnic Germans in Ukraine. 
But he was not the only agent in the fleld working on these tasks. Often 
Stumpp bumped into Nazi Party representatives from the National Social- 
ist People’s Welfare Society (NSV) and Himmler’s agents from the Ethnic 
German Liaison Office (VoMi). The overlapping and often confused ef- 
forts of the multitude of Nazi colonizers, who had competing visions for 
developing and exploiting the region, resulted in a failed program of reha- 
bilitating and mobilizing ethnic Germans. There was no Nazi machinery 
of “construction” in the East that compared in efficiency and inter-agency 
collaboration with the Holocaust’s machinery of destruction. 

Stumpp managed a staff of about eighty civilian experts, who were 
an odd mix of genealogists, ethnographers, racial biologists, geographers, 
Nazi Party activists, and welfare workers. They combed Ukraine’s villages 
for “pure” and “mixed” Germans, carefully compiling detailed family reg- 
isters, statistical village reports, and maps depicting the locations of ethnic 
Germans. Between December 1941 and March 1943, they administered 
questionnaires to 82,000 inhabitants, representing just under half of the 
entire Volksdeutsche population in the Reich Commissariat Ukraine.*’ In 
their surveys, they rarely noted anything about the history or presence of 
Jews in these communities. In a 1943 report on the town of Tschernjachow 
near Zhytomyr, Stumpp’s tabulators, inserted the number 2,662 for the 
number of Jews living there on 1 June 1941, but left empty the column 
for Jews remaining in 1943. Thus, as historian Kate Brown has argued, 
colonizers who were census takers, list makers, surveyors—in short, those 
who sought to redraw the ethnic map not by bloodying their hands but by 
rolling up their bureaucratic sleeves—turned a blind eye to the fate of the 
Jews and instead focused their work and directed their empathy toward 
the sorry plight of the ethnic Germans. The stark absence of Jews in their 
detailed demographic reports manifests that by the end of 1942 most Jews 
in Ukraine had been ghettoized and killed. The Jews were not counted in 
these inventories of the Reich’s racial stock. Instead the Volksdeutsche were 
carefully listed as the racial “material” that would form the foundation of 
the Nazi empire in the East.*° 

Underlying this fantasy of an Aryan bulwark in Ukraine was the fact 
that German leaders desperately needed manpower to secure the Reich. Yet 
as regional chiefs closely examined the ethnic Germans in Ukraine, they re- 
alized that the foundation of their empire had many cracks. The economic 
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consequences of the Holocaust in Ukraine were significant since the Jewish 
population comprised the leading sector of skilled and industrial workers. 
The Wehrmacht’s armaments inspector in Ukraine observed the adverse 
effects of the killing and complained to his superiors in Berlin that the 
executions of 150,000-—200,000 Jews during the summer and fall of 1941 
resulted in the loss of “badly needed tradesmen, who were often indispens- 
able to the armed forces.” Furthermore, the inspector wrote: “If we shoot 
the Jews, let the prisoners of war perish, condemn the urban population 
in large part to death by starvation, and also lose a part of the farming 
population in the coming year through starvation, the question remains 
unanswered: Who then is supposed to produce anything of economic value 
here?” In answering this question, the armaments inspector wrote that 
the Volksdeutsche were “not an element on which the administration and 
economy of the country can rely.”°®? 

Indeed, local German officials believed that the Volksdeutsche were 
not strong enough to defend the Reich’s frontier because they were econom- 
ically destitute, had intermarried with Ukrainians and Jews, and lacked 
basic education including knowledge of German. Most worked as farmers 
and day laborers, and 40 percent inthe Zhytomyr region, were unemployed 
and lacked skills. Soviet mass deportations in 1937/1938 and 1941 had 
nearly depleted the male population, leaving behind mostly women, chil- 
dren, and the infirm. The sad state of Ukraine’s ethnic German population 
fell far short of the Nazi racial ideal of the superior Aryan. Instead of find- 
ing a population that could administer and defend the Reich’s imperial bor- 
derlands and colonies, Nazi “Germanizers” discovered a population that 
became more of a welfare burden than a resource.”” 

Nazi resettlement programs were part of several genocidal coloniza- 
tion schemes for Ukraine. But from the standpoint of most Ukrainians, the 
most abhorrent of these schemes was neither the Holocaust, nor the Volks- 
deutsche campaigns. The main cause of resistance among Ukrainians (who 
constituted 80 percent of the population) was the forced labor programs 
and the Nazi retention of the collective farm system. Decades ago, French 
scholar Raymond Aron pointed out in his work on European empire that 
“native” resistance was historically the downfall of empires.?! While it was 
not as decisive in the Nazi case (because the Allied armies defeated Ger- 
many), it arose nonetheless as a feature of Nazi rule in Europe that resem- 
bled partisan or guerilla warfare in the colonies. As in other colonialisms, 
such resistance revealed that the Nazi overseers had lost their grip over 
the territory. Volksdeutsche households became favorite targets of Ukrai- 
nian and Soviet partisan attacks. In the fall of 1942, Heinrich Himmler 
convinced Hitler that the only way to safeguard the Volksdeutsche from 
further assaults was to create a new colony near the Reichsftuhrer’s heavily 
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guarded field headquarters at Zhytomyr. Himmler named the colony He- 
gewald (“preservation forest”). At least 17,000 Ukrainians were rounded 
up from the area, forced into railway cars and deported to camps in south- 
ern Russia or deported to the Reich as forced laborers. Over ten thousand 
ethnic Germans were moved into Hegewald. Another nine thousand ar- 
rived in spring 1943 in the neighboring Forsterstadt colony. Many of the 
children in this colony had been kidnapped from Ukrainian homes and 
placed in Germanization orphanages. Rosenberg’s commissars complained 
that these resettlement operations and forced labor deportations had driven 
Ukrainians into the forests where they joined resistance groups, resulting in 
lower productivity of Ukrainians at work and on the farms. SS General and 
General Commissar for Zhytomyr Ernst Leyser, who did not hesitate to 
push through the last killing actions against Jews in the region, voiced his 
frustration about the German approach to the partisan “menace.” Parti- 
sans controlled most of his territory. The Ukrainian population proved not 
to be docile colonial folk. Leyser could not protect his men from regular as- 
Sassination attempts and attacks. As a result, rural commissars had to limit 
their travel around the region and barricade themselves in their offices. 
And perhaps more troubling to Leyser’s superiors, they could not guaran- 
tee the planting and reaping of the next harvest, which was meant to feed 
Germans in the Reich and soldiers on the front.”* The partisan warfare, 
Nazi-led genocide, and resettlement operations had made it nearly impos- 
sible for Leyser and his ilk to develop and exploit the region economically. 
As it turned out, the Nazi goal of a racially reordered space in Ukraine was 
nearly accomplished, but Hitler’s imperial dreams of German hegemony 
and autarky in Europe fell apart. 


Conclusion 


Colonialist thinking shaped Nazi genocidal concepts, rationales, and poli- 
cies to a much larger degree than prior scholarship has stressed. The Ger- 
mans discussed here imagined the East as a laboratory to implement the 
“dirty work” of empire building as well as to experiment with the “con- 
structive” tasks. The theories and practices of Nazi empire builders dem- 
onstrate that the Germans found many historical precedents from which to 
imagine and develop their revolutionary campaign in the East. 

Nazi colonialism led to two genocides in Poland and Ukraine respec- 
tively: one against the Jews, and another against the indigenous Poles and 
Ukrainians. Both were implicit in the Nazi ideology of Germanization, Leb- 
ensraum, and anti-Semitism. As the dynamics of occupation unfolded dur- 
ing the course of the war, the Jewish genocide radicalized until it resulted 
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in the near destruction of the entire victim group. By contrast, the Slavic 
indigenocide began with a massive Nazi attack upon Polish nationhood in 
1939; while remaining murderous, the momentum toward completion of 
the genocidal act receded as the drive to murder the Jews increased. One 
went forward as the other fell short, and the reasons shed much light on the 
nature of colonialism and genocide. 

The Jews did not represent a typical colonial other. Nazi anti-Semitism 
instead portrayed Jews as alien exploiters, the archetypal colonial settlers 
who must be destroyed if native society was to return to its former state 
of community and equality. And yet, the overwhelming majority of Jews 
encountered by the German occupiers lived in such poverty as to fulfill 
the stereotype of the colonial “native.” The colonial ideology thus had to 
bridge the gap by representing the Polish-Jewish “natives” as the reservoir 
of exploitative “world Jewry,” and Soviet Jews as the agents of “Judeo- 
Bolshevism.” In both cases, anti-Semitism reinforced the Nazis’ sense of 
colonial mission. On the one hand, the Jews had to be exterminated to meet 
ideological imperatives that transcended colonial rule and influenced Nazi 
colonizers to see Jews as a problem once they arrived in the colonies. On the 
other hand, most of the killing took place in the Nazi colonies by colonial 
authorities motivated to commit genocide because they felt it solved specific 
problems of colonial rule, such as economic stabilization and public health. 
This was especially the case in Poland, and less so in Ukraine where Jews 
formed the artisan and industrial working class. The killing of Jews began 
in Ukraine as a part of the anti-Judeo-Bolshevik crusade, and reverberated 
back upon the authorities in Poland, inspiring them to kill Poland’s Jews. 

The Poles and Ukrainians came closest to the colonial stereotype of the 
“native.” Although genocide of these groups did not progress beyond the 
stage of de-nationalization and extreme pacification, the result might be 
considered a “colonial genocide” in the usual sense of the term. Yet for all 
that, these genocides fell short of their original goals for three reasons typi- 
cal of colonial genocides. First, the colonizers were absolutely dependent 
upon the cheap labor and the grain that the indigenous people produced. 
The war only intensified the situation. Second, the Nazi efforts at “Indian 
removal,” interminable “slave raids,” and brutal forced labor practices gen- 
erated resistance so uneconomical that it persuaded even Hitler and Him- 
miler that the time was not ripe for indigenocide. 

Third, these issues led to a struggle between an exploitation-minded 
civil administration and a settlement-focused police-executive in the form 
of the SS. This situation is reminiscent of the German genocide of the Her- 
ero in 1904: military authority, under General Trotha, was separated from 
the civil authority under Governor Leutwein. As the civilians urged a ne- 
gotiated settlement that would preserve the Herero as a docile labor force, 
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the military aimed to exterminate the rebels. For Trotha, it was a race war 
and a matter of honor for the German Army. Reports of Trotha’s genocidal 
activities had to make it all the way back to Berlin and be countermanded 
by the Kaiser before the army stopped the killing. Likewise, the Nazis in 
Poland shared a consensus that Poland was German Lebensraum. Because 
the executive authority was in the hands of the SS, the civilians had to ap- 
peal to Berlin, by which time it was possible to stop the resettlement actions 
but not to save Nazi colonial rule. 

Nazi colonial fantasies and dreams of autarky were tinged with anti- 
Semitism because they sprang from the same source: the basic desire to free 
the nation from its perceived vulnerability to globalization, whether caused 
by war and blockade, hyperinflation, or economic depression.®3 The result- 
ing social and economic decay had to be stopped, reversed, and prevented 
from reoccurring. The Nazis perceived “the Jews” as the primary agent for 
these disasters seemingly visited upon Germany from the outside, just as 
the new racial empire would create a safety zone for Germans to flourish in 
isolation from that cruel world. All empires were built with war; however, 
in twentieth-century conditions, only total war would suffice to build a 
total empire. 
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(GENOCIDE FROM BELOW 


The Great Rebellion of 1780-82 
in the Southern Andes 


David Cahill 


Introduction 


[° the late eighteenth century, mass rebellion swept like a firestorm 
throughout southern Peru and Bolivia, with secondary outbreaks ignited 
in Argentina and northwards as far as Venezuela.! The rebellion was long 
in coming. It followed nearly two decades of mounting protest revolts in 
the highlands and more serious urban insurrections. Those open, violent 
protests were directed generally against the deleterious consequences for 
colonial subjects of the Bourbon reform program after c. 1740 that aimed 
at a root-and-branch restructuring of the empire, and specifically against 
the heavy-handed and venal implementation of successive reforms by pro- 
vincial governors and their local allies. Tax imposts had increased dramati- 
cally, exponentially so in the case of the indigenous poll-tax or tribute, and 
their felt impact was exacerbated by the abrupt and occasionally brutal 
manner of collection. Especially burdensome was the hated repartimiento 
de mercancias, the forced sale of mostly unwanted merchandise at inflated 
prices to the indigenous and mixed-race peasantry. That this rising tide of 
unrest culminated in mass rebellion was due to the catalytic effects of three 
major, divisive legal and jurisdictional disputes that sharpened rivalries and 
divided loyalties, and gave rebels-in-waiting cause to think that any decla- 
ration of insurrection would receive spontaneous support from all social 
sectors, bar the European-born, peninsular Spaniards (chapetones), who 
were seen as the natural adversaries of the Crown’s American subjects. 
The core rebellion comprised two separate movements, in Peru and 
Bolivia respectively, that gradually merged until they fused into one Great 
Rebellion from mid-1781; it was extinguished by 1782.* José Gabriel Tupac 
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Amaru, a minor provincial chieftain (cacigue) who claimed to be of royal 
Inca blood, was leader of the northern rebellion. The southern rebellion 
was led by an indigenous petty merchant, the self-styled Tupac Catari, 
whose authority however derived in large part from his invoking the name 
of his northern counterpart. Tupac Amaru has a preeminent place in the 
pantheon of the great heroes of Latin American history. His 1780 upris- 
ing against Spanish misrule is considered by nationalist historians to be 
the birth of the Latin American Independence process between 1808 and 
1826.° This line of interpretation casts the insurgent Inca as having welded 
disparate races and classes into a modern nation. While many historians re- 
ject the allegedly nationalist character of the rebellion, there is widespread 
consensus among historians that his rebellion was the most momentous 
event during the long interval between the wars of conquest in the early 
decades after 1492 and the onset of the Independence wars after 1800. 
For reasons of space, this chapter will concentrate on the northern Tupac 
Amaru rebellion in the southern highlands of Peru rather than the Catarista 
rebellion in Bolivia. Moreover, these two mass rebellions shared several key 
characteristics but also evinced many significant differences, and therefore 
require discrete analysis before broader comparisons can usefully be made. 
For all that, the one provides the contextual counterpoint of the other. 

Despite the historiographical salience of the rebellion, few scholars 
have dwelt at length on its violence per se beyond recording numerous in- 
stances of atrocities by both rebels and loyalists, and remarking the level of 
sanguinary mortality. In the rebellion of 1780-82, a contemporary mortal- 
ity estimate of 100,000 Indians and 10,000 non-Indians has been widely 
accepted. This estimate will be discussed later in this essay, but whatever 
its merits, the incidence of mortality and the racial nature of the conflict 
invite its interpretation as an instance of genocide. Within a large rebellion 
or war, there may be isolated genocidal instances and related genocidal! 
discourse, without the whole uprising or war necessarily being genocidal. 
A distinction can be drawn between isolated genocidal instances within a 
broader movement and the concerted, or directed implementation of a core 
genocidal policy. In the rebellion of 1780, two clear orders of Tipac Amaru 
were repeated serially, and were manifestly genocidal in their intent and 
execution—the orders to kill all peninsular Spaniards and all provincial 
governors (corregidores). Historians have not hitherto thought to catego- 
rize these commands as genocidal, perhaps because the number of victims 
was small in relation to the overall mortality occasioned by the rebellion, 
but genocidal these instances assuredly were. The targeting of any specific 
racial/ethnic group, irrespective of political allegiance or combat status, 
would appear to fall within even the most stringent definition of genocide 
and call for extended explanation as to its genesis. 
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In spite of the obvious value of the 1780 rebellion as a case study for 
testing theories of genocide and colonialism, it was not until the appear- 
ance in 2002 of Nicholas Robins’ study of the Tupac Catari rebellion in Bo- 
livia that genocide was used as the theoretical framework for the rebellion, 
and by implication casts the cognate Tupac Amaru movement in a similar 
light.4 The theoretical scenario, then, is one in which a large population 
group, usually considered as victims of colonialism, invert the existing or- 
der so that colonial authorities and allied ruling elites now become the 
victims. John Docker has drawn attention to Raphael Lemkin’s remark- 
ing “the strange transformation of genocidal victim[s] into genocidists.”° 
A necessary point of departure is to understand the extent to which na- 
tive peoples of Latin America had been, for some 250 years, the principal 
victims of colonialism. Specifically, they were the victims of violent armed 
conquest, severe epidemic-driven depopulation, extirpation of religious 
customs, and so forth. On the eve of the 1780 rebellion, native Andeans 
remained subject to multivalent colonial oppression, whence their libera- 
tionist efforts transcended the norms of military context and descended 
into genocidal war, one that was as much a civil war as an anticolonial 
enterprise. What commenced as a cross-racial movement in 1780 curdled 
into caste war—genocide from below. 

This essay will explore the nature and incidence of violence in the 
Tupac Amaru rebellion. In particular, it will seek to allocate responsibil- 
ity for the rebel atrocities increasingly evident as the rebellion progressed. 
Both armies committed atrocities, sometimes as the concomitant of mili- 
tary campaigns, and sometimes during ad hoc forays by avenging loyalist 
patrols and rebel bands—but what is in question here is the extent to which 
subaltern violence may be categorized as genocidal. Numerous vignettes of 
such violence—some concerning massacres of innocents, women, children, 
the old and the infirm—are well known to historians.® This allocation of 
responsibility for rebel depredations is necessary because it impinges on 
our understanding of the nature of the movement and therefore of the char- 
acter and leadership of José Gabriel Tupac Amaru, his command over rebel 
violence, and the extent to which this was influenced by the flow of events 
in the crucial first three months of the rebellion. New evidence calls into 
doubt the traditional view that “in reality, the tupamarista leaders were 
incapable of preventing excesses,” and provides the basis for a fresh reading 
of older narratives.’ 

W hat follows goes beyond a reevaluation of the vast historiography on 
the 1780-82 rebellion, by advancing a new interpretation of the very nature 
of the rebellion, based on new archival data. Indeed, the following discus- 
sion of the genocidal nature of the rebellion depends on this new interpre- 
tation. It hinges on a closer, even microscopic examination of racial and 
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ethnic identities, the way these combined and separated, and the chronology 
of such changes—variable in Peru and Bolivia—especially by way of a social 
cum ethnic analysis of the victims of violence. The origins of this change in 
the nature of the movement will necessarily involve some attention to the 
political mechanics within the rebellion, to non-indigenous rebel cadres, as 
well as radically revising the accepted chronology of the rebellion. Specifi- 
cally, in light of the fact that atrocities committed by both sides manifested a 
certain ethnic selection, it is first necessary to set in place a brief conspectus 
of colonial ethnic categories. Second, given that the rebellion has been in- 
terpreted principally as an Indian uprising, a brief analysis of the rebellion’s 
leading creole cadres will suggest that the rebellion was cross-ethnic in lead- 
ership as well as in participant affiliation.’ Third, a hitherto overlooked mu- 
tiny within rebel ranks, which split the rebel army and rebel loyalties along 
ethnic lines, will be especially highlighted because—it will be argued—this 
led to a revenge phase that translated into a radical change in the nature of 
the rebellion and to a very great degree explains the consequent escalation 
in rebel violence. 

Recognition of this mutiny and immediate reprisals necessarily recasts 
the long-accepted chronology of the movement that divided the rebellion 
into two distinct phases: from November 1780 to April 1781 when Tupac 
Amaru was captured by rebel forces, and from April 1781 to mid-1782, a 
disintegrative phase in which the rebellion unraveled even while the Peru- 
vian and Bolivian movements fused into one great rebellion. The new chro- 
nology divides the first phase of the northern rebellion into two, the failed 
siege of Cuzco and subsequent mutiny in rebel ranks in early January 1781 
marking a distinct middle period, in which the character of the rebellion 
changed radically. The southern Catarista movement had displayed clear 
signs of retributive caste war almost from its inception in January 1781—a 
separate rebellion but one that recognized the overarching sovereignty of 
the new Inca. Such deference to Tupac Amaru’s authority was unavoidable 
because the Catarista leadership needed to reinforce its own fragile author- 
ity, given its followers’ millenarian belief in a revenant Inca King, whom 
they identified with Tupac Amaru. Finally, this chapter will attempt to ap- 
portion responsibility for the ethnically targeted rebel violence. 


Social Classifications 


Racial or ethnic tensions compromised the rebellion from its inception. A 
clear grasp of the complex social stratification of colonial Andean society is 
essential to an understanding of the true nature of the depredations visited 
upon loyalist and rebel forces alike, and to the social and cultural targets 
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of their sanguinary ire. The complex social gradations of the Incan empire 
on the eve of the Spanish conquest were further parsed by introduced Span- 
ish social categories broadly pertaining to class, race, and estate, thereby 
rendering some strata of the precolonial social hierarchy anachronistic and 
immeasurably complicating the meaning of introduced Spanish social cate- 
gories.” Moreover, processes of mestizaje and hybridized customs and prac- 
tices demanded the creation of new social categories to express the reality 
of such social and cultural nuances; this led to the creation of a complicated 
racial index in order to calibrate miscegenation by birth. 

It is probable that the population of the viceroyalty had been increasing 
slowly during several decades prior to the rebellion. According to the 1795 
census of the Viceroyalty of Peru, 58 percent of the population was “In- 
dian”; in the Cuzco region, the figure was 73 percent.!° These were under- 
estimates. Cuzco was a smallish city of some 25,000 in the late eighteenth 
century, a clear majority being creoles and mixed-race groups, principally 
the mestizos of mixed Spanish and Indian ancestry; the Indians were lo- 
cated overwhelmingly in the provinces. A snapshot view of southern An- 
dean society on the eve of rebellion would limn four salient groups. The 
first comprised a Spanish and Creole aristocracy: counts and marquises; 
mayorazgos of entailed estates; the noblesse du robe of the great military 
orders of Santiago and Alcantara; and the minor nobility of hidalgos and 
caballeros. To these were added an Incan nobility, and there was significant 
interaction and also miscegenation betweencreole aristocrats of Cuzco and 
its numerous Inca nobles.'! These elites sat atop an ethnically diverse, mid- 
dling group in which non-creoles overwhelmingly predominated. 

In the cities and large towns, deracinated Indians and creoles, mesti- 
zos, and castes blended into an embryonic proletariat. However, the inhab- 
itants of the countryside overwhelmingly were both the main victims and 
main perpetrators of the massacres of 1780 and 1781. Most were peasants 
(campesinos)— indigenous, mestizo, and creole—spread throughout a vast 
mosaic of inalienable, indigenous community lands, private smallholdings, 
haciendas and estancias, and numerous small towns and hamlets. A net- 
work of caciques, male and female, controlled these rural underclasses, 
assisted by the mayors and aldermen of the myriad town and village coun- 
cils. Many rural creoles and mestizos resided in the towns as well as on 
smallholdings. Colonial censuses reveal little about them, but we know 
from qualitative documentation that they were numerous. Their identity is 
sometimes conflated and in fact they differed little in fortune and lifestyle. 

Crucial to the argument of this essay is the definition of “espanol.” 
There is frequently confusion in the modern historiography of the rebel- 
lion between “creole” and “peninsular.” In the local documentation of the 
period, espanol refers to creoles and sometimes mestizos; as One prominent 
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Crown official pointed out, “mestizo” was also a synonym for “espanol” 
in the southern provinces.!? Reference to espanol is almost always reference 
to Americans of Spanish descent, but not peninsular Spaniards.’? There is 
no doubt that the rebel leader intended the physical destruction of both the 
peninsular Spaniards (also pejoratively known as chapetones or pucacun- 
cas) who were relatively few in number but disproportionately influential 
and wealthy, and the exploitative provincial governors (corregidores), most 
of whom were in any case peninsulars. Rebel victims, however, were over- 
whelmingly creoles and mestizos. In what follows, creole will be employed 
as the synonym for espanol. 


Estimates of Mortality 


The mortality attendant upon the 1780 rebellion remains unclear. A con- 
temporary estimate of around 100,000 indigenes (Indians) and 10,000 
creoles in the combined Peruvian and Bolivian insurgencies is widely ac- 
cepted. This estimate comes from a 1784 treatise on the rebellion by the 
presbyter Rafael José Sahuaraura Tito Atauchi, an Inca noble who lost a 
close relative at rebel hands.'* Sahuaraura was thus keenly aware of the 
intensity of violence, but at the same time perhaps more prone to over- 
estimate its impact for reasons both emotional and rhetorical. This fig- 
ure has been challenged by Magnus Morner, who noted that the “limited 
and secondary effects of Early Modern warfare” tended to be relatively 
modest, and drew attention to quantitative and qualitative demographic 
indicators of the late colonial period that suggest the 1780-82 death roll 
also fell within this pattern (he implies an upper limit of 10,000 deaths)." 
Morner uses Indian tribute lists to support his thesis of low mortality, 
but these ipso facto exclude non-indigenous groups, yet many rural vic- 
tims belonged to the rural creole and mestizo underclasses, suggesting 
that Morner’s own estimate of mortality needs to be revised significantly 
upward. Most historians recognize that mortality in the Bolivian move- 
ment was proportionately higher than in Peru, but a few provinces of the 
Tupac Amaru rebellion witnessed similar levels of bloodshed, especially 
in the territories around Lake Titicaca.'* There, precisely where the two 
movements met, horrific massacres in the towns of Chucuito, Puno, Jul, 
and Sorata consumed adults and children alike, a true hecatomb. Similar 
rebel atrocities closer to Cuzco were sporadically reported, most notably 
the massacre of creole loyalists at Sangarara and the infamous slaughter 
of non-combatants in Calca by rebel troops in retreat from the unsuccess- 
ful siege of Cuzco. So, too, massacres by loyalist forces are reported both 
before and after the siege of Cuzco. 
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Some observations are in order concerning reported estimates of mor- 
tality and the size of loyalist and rebel armies. Reporting of battles and 
massacres tended to be apocalyptic, given the panic and fear that gripped 
those placed in the path of one army or another, and because survivors 
sometimes strove too hard to convey a sense of what living in the eye of the 
storm felt like. Thus the massacre of rebels at the hacienda La Angostura 
on the eve of the siege fluctuated from 100 deaths in one account, to 130 in 
another, and reached 300 instill another testimony.'’ More striking are the 
varying estimates of troop numbers. One example is that of the enormous 
number of troops amassed for the siege of Cuzco in January 1781. In one 
account, Tupac Amaruis said to possess an army of 30,000 soldiers, creole 
and mestizo as well as indigenous.'® Yet the wife of a cacique of the high 
provinces claimed to have a letter from the rebel chief, in which he rued 
that he had set out for the siege with a great army, but that after four days’ 
march he had been left with only 3,000 troops.’ After the siege, he report- 
edly still had 3,000 troops, but his dead numbered 11,000.”° Yet another 
logical explication of inflated troop estimates comes from a local testimony 
discounting reports that the Inca had a large army. This witness claimed, 
to the contrary, that the rebel army in late 1780 consisted of no more than 
1,800 “among Indians and creoles”—the small number was due tothe fact 
that Tupac Amaru had to pay them a “salary” from limited and dwindling 
resources; put simply, he could not afford any more soldiers. Exaggerated 
mortality reports were understandable; according to one eyewitness, be- 
cause “the other Indians who occasionally join up are from those towns 
immediate to the passage [of the rebel army] who follow him, to rob or sack 
the place” and, their booty won, disengage.?! 


Victims and Ethnicity: Creoles, Chapetones, and Castas 


Tupac Amaru’s relationship with the several ethnic groups in colonial so- 
ciety and under his command was complex. That he championed the in- 
terests of the indigenous majority is not in doubt, but his attitude to creole 
and mixed-race groups is rather more difficult to discern, because he had 
to court their participation in the rebel army—he needed modern arma- 
ments, military prowess, and money—and while he counted some creoles 
as friends, his most inveterate enemies were prominent creoles. Tupac 
Amaru’s reputation as a nationalist champion of creole and mestizo inter- 
ests is nevertheless well supported by the primary sources pertaining to the 
first two months of the insurgency. He himself was mestizo by birth and his 
extended family, many of whom participated as rebel cadres, were of mixed 
mestizo and indigenous ancestry. 
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Tupac Amaru increasingly emphasized his own Indian and noble Incan 
identities in the years immediately prior to the rebellion, but even then he 
continued to look wistfully to his creole roots. Contemporary testimony 
had it that he spoke Latin, and dressed in fine Hispanic style, though this 
too was loaded with ambiguity, because any descendant of the Incas was 
ipso facto regarded as an hidalgo, and vice versa. Orphaned at an early 
age, he was raised partly by Antonio Lopez de Sosa, his local parish priest 
and a creole besides, notwithstanding that Tupac Amaru always had his 
extended family around him. Moreover, prior to the rebellion he seems to 
have believed that he had some special rapport with creole elites. He sought 
the company of prominent creoles, even, according to one source, arrang- 
ing “orgies” for them.** However, once the rebellion was underway he was 
quickly disabused of any idea of creole solidarity, because none of the lead- 
ing creole elites would support his cause (at least overtly). Moreover, Tupac 
Amaru, profoundly religious, had in vain counted on support from creole 
clergy and especially from the Bishop of Cuzco, regarded as a champion 
of creole interests vis-a-vis peninsular interests, and who was at the time 
locked in furious dispute with Crown representatives in the region. 

The rebel leader’s attitude towards the creole and mixed-race groups 1s 
a fundamental matter that goes to the root of the nature of the movement. 
Conversely, it is an issue that has attracted little attention from research- 
ers. That he felt a visceral hatred toward peninsular Spaniards has long 
been established. So, too, it is well known that the rebel “indios” were 
wont to kill creoles on the spurious pretext that they were peninsulars 
disguised as creoles, because for reasons of phenotype it was difficult to 
tell the difference anyway, and because (as one source put it) some reb- 
els bore an aversion to “chapetones and their descendants,” 1.e., they re- 
garded peninsulars and creoles as generically equivalent.?° The reason is 
not far to seek: mestizos and “insolent” indigenes acted against “white 
men, especially against the Europeans.”** For some rebels, the rebellion 
simply pitted white faces against indigenes, and this was to a degree an 
apprenticeship in hatred and therefore collective violence: Tupac Amaru’s 
order, early in the rebellion, to torch the church of Sangarara and slay its 
creole occupants appears to have been at least partly a reprisal for a (false) 
rumor of a massacre by the mainly creole expedition: “the chapetones had 
decapitated all the village women.” 

The conflation of creoles and chapetones is here most notable. In any 
case, it was not easy in the heat of battle to distinguish the one from the 
other: there were just “indios” against “blancos.” Identification as a cha- 
peton meant death, but this might also be a property distinction; in one 
vignette, a resident argued with rebel indigenes over whether a rapidly 
abandoned hacienda belonged to a chapeton or a creole, for this fact alone 
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determined whether or not they would destroy it.’° It is clear that Tupac 
Amaru would spare no chapeton. His order to kill any corregidores who 
might be captured is well known, and was paralleled by another order oblig- 
ing caciques to erect gallows in their villages “to hang all chapetones.”?’ 
There is even a suggestion that the caudillo allowed his antipeninsular ha- 
tred to affect his judgment. Historians have long remarked his delay in 
marching on the city of Cuzco—from the outset in early November until 
the first week of January—explicable perhaps by logistical and recruitment 
needs, but in hindsight probably a strategic mistake. One witness recorded 
that Tupac Amaru first marched south to the high provinces (altiplano) be- 
cause “there are reports that some chapetones remain [there] and they are 
to be entirely destroyed”—hardly a priority given the imminent arrival of a 
counter-insurgent viceregal army.?° 

The rebel leader’s protestations that his rebellion was not directed in 
any way at creoles, and that he regarded himself as championing their rights 
and welfare, are well known. They are set out, again and again, in his nu- 
merous proclamations of the first two months of the uprising. In the light 
of such protestations, historians have generally exculpated Tupac Amaru 
from direct responsibility in the many reported massacres and atrocities in 
the movement. It is the “Indians” who allegedly were to blame. Certainly, 
there is evidence of a certain lack of control, with rebel patrols acting in- 
creasingly erratically; the rebellion in part represented a series of Jocal up- 
risings, to greater or lesser extent spontaneous. There is apparent, too, a 
division between Tupac Amaru’s wider vision and program, on the one 
hand, and the Jimited aims of many of his followers, some of whom seem 
to have been inspired by little more than vengeance and rapine. 

Yet there is some indication that a certain disenchantment with his 
Hispanic identity and with his “beloved creoles” antedated the rebellion. 
The loss of his litigation over the succession to the Marquisate of Oropesa 
appears to have eroded his regard for Spanish legal and judicial institutions, 
no less than his private and public humiliations by several corregidores 
of the province of Tinta had alienated his respect for Crown office-hold- 
ers.”? Some remarkable documents of 1779 throw into relief his attitude 
to creoles and mestizos shortly before the rebellion. The gist of these was 
that Tupac Amaru had usurped the royal prerogative by meting out justice 
at the urging of indigenous complainants; yet the rebel chief was then an 
insignificant cacique of three small villages. Recording the details of this 
episode would spring the bounds of this essay, but several are relevant for 
present purposes. The first that compels attention is the extreme brutal- 
ity with which he acted: assaulting, flogging, imprisoning, or placing in 
stocks his adversaries, their relatives, and “infinite Indians.” The second 
aspect is that, “having come to his house some Indians with their complaint 
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because of the news that the said Don José Tupa Amaro was the last Inca 
of Peru,”°° he grandly sat in judgment on their case. Finally, even more 
extraordinary is testimony that “it is notorious that he flogs those creoles 
with white faces.” On New Year’s Day, 1779, Tupac Amaru publicly in- 
structed the village mayors (alcaldes) that, “outsider mestizos must leave 
the village and [even] locally born mestizos were to relocate to Cuzco and 
that no mestizo should remain in the town.”3! The complainants petitioned 
that he be restrained from inflicting damage on “the creoles.”32 Comment- 
ing on this case in 1785, the Intendant intendant of Cuzco noted that, in 
rural areas, mestizo was a synonym for espanol and this for creole.23 This 
testimony thus puts a very different gloss on his proclamation to his “be- 
loved creoles,” a protestation that appears in retrospect to have been little 
more than a recruiting ploy. The fact was that for his rebellion to succeed, 
he needed creoles and their resources, armaments, and military, and tech- 
nical expertise. More than eighteen months before his rebellion, then, his 
disenchantment with creoles was already well advanced. 


The Creole Leadership: The Castelo Clan 


The rebellion of 1780-82 is conventionally presented as a complex uprising 
headed by a charismatic Inca leader, assisted by his extended family and 
a small commissariat, mostly staffed by captured functionaries who were 
creoles and mestizos. At rebel headquarters, there were also several cap- 
tive peninsulars. Yet, as one witness remarked, of those peninsular prison- 
ers—despite the Inca’s anti-European crusade—only one was executed, the 
victim being the provincial governor of Tinta, Antonio de Arriaga.** This 
ethnic mix at rebel headquarters has been seen as an earnest of the rebel- 
lion’s cross-ethnic nationalist aspirations. Other interpretations downplay 
the roles of this non-indigenous commissariat—they were apparently all 
captives—and consider the movement (like the Catarista movement in Bo- 
livia) to have been essentially nativist in character: in short, an “Indian 
rebellion.” In the first two months of the rebellion, for example, there were 
many episodes of well-armed creoles and mestizos in the rebel army as well 
as in the initial mustering of troops. 

However, the movement’s organization and cadres during the first two 
months of the rebellion suggests that, initially, it was even more multi- 
ethnic than hitherto suspected. New evidence suggests that creoles played 
a more crucial leadership role at the outset of the rebellion than present 
historiography allows. The later sundering of this multiethnic leadership 
group witnessed a radical transformation in the nature of the rebellion 
from multiethnic alliance to genocidal caste war. To understand this switch 
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in character, it is first necessary to identify the principal Creole cadres, their 
fall from grace, and the retribution meted out to them and to other, non-in- 
digenous participants and bystanders. Most worthy of remark, and all but 
ignored in the historiography, was the central role of the Castelo family, a 
prominent creole clan. Their involvement was such as to suggest that the 
rebellion could well be seen as a joint conspiracy of Tupac Amaru and the 
Castelos. That is to say, rather than the leadership having consisted of a 
charismatic Inca leader and a small nucleus of lieutenants, the rebellion was 
rather the creation of a ruling Inca-Creole Junta with Tupac Amaru allocated 
the starring role—in effect, a joint venture of the Tupac Amaru and Castelo 
families—given that his stature as Inca made him a lodestar for Indian re- 
cruitment. The role of the Castelos was absolutely pivotal in the watershed 
events that marked a change in the character of the northern movement. 
Given their salience in rebel affairs, a short sketch of the clan is necessary in 
order to grasp the clan’s importance in provincial affairs, its relationship to 
Tupac Amaru, and its members’ activities during the rebellion. 

The rebel leader shared his insurrectionary intentions with them; it 
is probable that the Castelos helped formulate the overall strategy and 
tactics. Their intimacy was of long standing; their closeness to the rebel 
warlord was well attested. Long before the rebellion, Melchor Castelo as- 
siduously promoted José Gabriel’s Incan credentials throughout the prov- 
ince, not least by referring to him as the “Inca King” and prophesying, 
“gentlemen, look at that Indian, well there is coming a time when he will 
rule.”°> Melchor was the undisputed clan head who, with his “six sons, 
their brothers-in-law, and many relatives of the same name” (“such a nu- 
merous lineage”) constituted the backbone of the rebel military staff and 
commissariat.°° After the rebellion, the Crown investigation concluded 
that the Castelos had been the “principal caudillos of the sacrilegious trai- 
tor.”>’ They were deeply involved in the initial stages of the insurgency and 
“commanded the rebel party in such a way that the insurgent Tupa Amaro 
played no other role than that of making himself leader [and] calling him- 
self Inca.”*? This is extraordinary testimony, tantamount to saying that 
the rebellion was the undertaking of a cross-ethnic Junta, in which Tupac 
Amaru was primus inter pares only by virtue of his widely acknowledged 
Incan identity. 

Notable is the Castelos’ central role in commanding the ranks of the 
militiamen and directing operations at rebel headquarters. They dragooned 
and managed the recruitment of rebel levies, deploying them throughout 
the rebel stronghold at Tungasuca—transformed within the space of days 
into a holding camp for massed troops—at the outset of the uprising, con- 
trolling and sorting the crowd into ranks, and distributing cash and provi- 
sions among the new recruits. The new rebel army was arrayed on three 
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sides of the plaza, each formation in three loose ranks: in the first rank, the 
creoles; then, the mestizos; at the back, the “Indians.” Here, then, in the 
context of a supposedly nativist liberation movement, we find a synopsis of 
the colonial caste system as its army’s essential inner framework—an anti- 
colonial movement that had paradoxically ingested colonial racialist logic. 
Cash allowances to these soldiers were also based on caste distinctions: six 
reales for creoles, four reales for mestizos, and two reales for Indians. 

Historians have glossed over the question of how Tupac Amaru f- 
nanced his uprising. It is clear that the rebel host was paid and provisioned 
from the booty seized on campaign. However, the insurgency needed initial 
capital to set it in train, cash for soldiers’ rations, and as much powder 
and shot as possible. These could only have been obtained at considerable 
outlay; supplementary resources would fall to the rebel army as it marched. 
Some resources, especially firearms, powder, and shot, were in finite sup- 
ply, as became glaringly obvious following the siege of Cuzco, when the 
rebel army was left almost entirely without frepower.*’ The rebellion was 
financed from several sources; we know of Indian tribute tax monies held 
by the rebel leader and the executed provincial governor’s private and 
official cash reserves, impounded by the rebels. On the eve of rebellion, 
however, Tupac Amaru was effectively bankrupt; by contrast, the Castelos 
were wealthy by provincial standards. There is some reason to think they 
were initially the movement’s principal financiers: many testimonies insist 
that the material fortunes of the Castelos underwent a quantum leap at the 
outset of the rebellion when they opportunistically skimmed off “as much 
as possible” rebel booty, perhaps only recouping monies they had already 
advanced to the rebel cause. 

This was interpreted as incontrovertible proof of the Castelos’ culpa- 
bility as co-instigators of the insurgency. The rebel army itself was split into 
three forces led respectively by José Gabriel Tupac Amaru, Diego Tupac 
Amaru, and Antonio Castelo (proxy for his aged father Melchor).*° Here, 
then, is a military triumvirate—these three plus the Inca’s consort, Micaela 
Bastidas, provided the generalship of the rebellion, with Andrés Mendig- 
ure, alias Andrés Tupac Amaru, attaining a similar rank in 1781. In such 
manner, then, the Castelos loomed large in the rise of José Gabriel Tupac 
Amaru and the launching of his rebellion. Their subsequent betrayal fore- 
doomed his decline and fall. 


The Great Mutiny: From Rebellion to Caste War 


What can only have been a deteriorating belief in the steadfastness of 
creole support was dealt a final blow at the siege of Cuzco (S—8 January 
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1781). With the rebel host facing an unexpectedly committed loyalist de- 
fense, and caught in a torrential downpour that lasted for days, the creole 
and mestizo components of the rebel army decamped with most of the 
available firepower. This was a full-blown mutiny, aggravated when the 
deserters returned to their base in the large town of Sicuani—they were, ef- 
fectively, the provincial militia—and announced a counter-rebellion. There 
is a suggestion that this betrayal preceded the failure of the siege, rather 
than merely reflecting a growing realization by creole and mestizo rebels of 
the ramifications of having chosen the wrong side. As one loyalist witness 
pointed out, prior to the siege, one of the “captain-generals of that rebel, 
had made a pact with our band.”*! This creole perfidy was a welcome sur- 
prise to hard-pressed loyalist forces, and its timeliness won an immediate 
pardon for its perpetrators, now deploying their flintlocks in the King’s 
name. Theirs was a double treason, first betraying their King and then their 
Inca. Their mutiny was a watershed in the rebellion. For José Gabriel Tupac 
Amaru, this creole betrayal fatally undermined any remaining chance of 
success in his venture, and was all the more bitter because the turncoats 
were his closest friends. 

As the siege of Cuzco disintegrated, the creole contingent of the rebel 
army peeled off and fled, taking most of the firepower with them. Then 
Antonio Castelo and “almost all of the creoles” as well as “various Indians 
from other provinces” made haste to Sicuani, bent upon organizing armed 
resistance to the rebel army.** Quite how long they deliberated is unknown, 
but it is evident that faced with impending loyalist reprisals, some immedi- 
ate turncoat initiative was called for to stave off the gallows. Accordingly, 
the Castelos and “all the creoles” of the town composed an edict announc- 
ing that Tupac Amaru had deceived them and that he was a rebel and trai- 
tor to the King.*? This exculpatory edict was simultaneously a call to arms, 
exhorting residents, “as loyal vassals,” to unite in order to punish, kill, or 
capture the rebel chief and any of his followers. This edict was promulgated 
in both Spanish and Quechua throughout the towns of the high provinces, 
and a copy sent with a passing friar to the Junta de Guerra (Junta of War) 
in Cuzco. This last act was designed to secure for them the benefit of the 
doubt from vengeful, royalist counter-insurgent commanders. 

Three days later, a second edict appeared, embellishing the traitors’ 
tale. By the time they realized the rebel leader was a traitor, it ran, “it was 
at a time when our forces couldn’t halt those of the Traitor because of the 
infinite Indians who followed his colors.”** This new edict threatened the 
faint-hearted with summary execution. It announced that a list was being 
drawn up of the loyal subjects of Sicuani, and that those residents not pres- 
ent would be deemed insurgents. This was cruel irony, in that the absent 
residents were precisely those who had fled rather than betray the King, 
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while almost all on the loyalty list were those who had taken part in the 
Sangarara slaughter and then laid siege to Cuzco. Within days, an emissary 
from the Junta de Guerra arrived from Cuzco bearing a pardon. However, 
this was no moment for celebration, because of their fear of Tupac Amaru’s 
inevitable reprisals. The second edict announced that all residents were to 
decamp further south, there to make their “fortress.” En route, Melchor, 
Antonio, and Eugenio Castelo, and some dozen followers died in a noctur- 
nal ambush; their fellow mutineers had already deserted them. 

Those edicts were patently a farrago of lies and half-truths. If noth- 
ing else, the intervening rebel slaughter of the “flower of creole youth” at 
Sangarara would have disabused the Sicuani creoles and mestizos of any 
notion that they were engaged in doing the King’s will. There was abundant 
testimony, during and after the rebellion, that the Castelos had been co- 
instigators and facilitators of the insurgency. One of Tipac Amaru’s inner 
circle noted that “all the creole residents of all the towns that favor him, 
serve him voluntarily and for their own interests,” thus undermining the 
standard excuse that they were forced; self-interest and compulsion were 
doubtless in many cases combined.* This well-placed witness, Tupac Ama- 
ru’s scrivener or clerk José Esteban de Escarcena, emphasized that “the 
most cruel and damaging [were] all the creoles or mestizos of [the] town of 
Sicuani and particularly the said Castelos.”*° Moreover, the siege of Cuzco 
commenced on 4 January and it rapidly became obvious that the attempt 
was doomed, yet the first edict of the Sicuani mutineers was not composed 
until 11 January. Their decision to defect should perhaps be dated to 3 
January, the day preceding the onset of the siege, when the rebel vanguard 
commanded by Antonio Castelo suffered a devastating defeat at Saylla, 
with rebel losses estimated at one thousand dead.*” This was a shameful 
and ignoble loss, which presaged the eventual collapse of the enterprise 
against an adversary now well prepared, after the shock of the Sangarara 
massacre. The Castelos manifestly deserved no royal pardon. Double trai- 
tors, they merited the death penalty, twice over. Only a handful of the clan 
survived the rebellion and the official recriminations that followed, luckier 
than many whose transgressions had been comparatively benign but re- 
ceived the death penalty. 


Genocidal Revenge 


Tupac Amaru immediately responded by launching reprisals against the 
Sicuani creoles; few of them appear to have survived. It is at this point that 
contemporary accounts, some of them fromthe rebel camp, report that the 
caudillo had ordered his troops not to spare any creole and even mestizos, 
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where once he had ordered his followers to kill only peninsular Spaniards. 
This mutiny in his ranks marked a turning point in the rebellion that has 
been missed by historians. It marked the transformation from a multi- 
ethnic, multi-class rebellion to a caste war—ironically, given that Tupac 
Amaru and his family were mestizo, as were some of his remaining staff 
at rebel headquarters. Nonetheless, the movement became xenophobic and 
racialist with a corresponding increase in its innate nativistic tendencies. 
From this point on, the rebellion, now a lost cause, becomes increasingly 
vengeful, violent and iconoclastic. 

The numerous testimonies to this effect are emphatic and convincing, 
not least because many stem from the high provinces of the altiplano, heart- 
land of rebellion and its major killing ground, and most are taken from 
the private correspondence of those who were stranded there or else had 
recently fled for their lives. Because of the betrayal of the creoles and mes- 
tizos, Tupac Amaru “has given the order to his [troops] that they kill every 
creole that they find ... and they are carrying it out to the letter;”** “he 
returned from Cuzco totally angry with the creoles ... [and] ... is killing 
creoles, women, children, burning houses of the indigenous male and female 
Indians, no-one has escaped;”*? “he has given orders to kill in the towns and 
roads any creoles that [the Indians] find.”°° The full story is encapsulated in 
the following testimony: “in the other provinces by order of the traitor they 
are annihilating the creoles and mestizos because those whom he had in his 
company abandoned him, betraying him, and at present the traitor finds 
himself without any creole because all have withdrawn taking withthem all 
the firearms.”°! Moreover, the wife of the rebel chief, Micaela Bastidas, who 
was in charge of operations at headquarters during her husband’s absence 
On campaign, sent messengers to the provinces with orders “to join forces 
...to destroy the creoles calling them traitors to his cause [with the intent] 
that this race be entirely destroyed, saying that as soon as the rebel gives the 
order to the Indians, no white face would remain alive.”°? 

Not all the testimonies of the order to kill all creoles and mestizos are 
fully in accord: a few accounts indicate that the order to kill them referred 
just to those who had abandoned Tupac Amaru at the siege of Cuzco.°* Yet 
in giving this order Tupac Amaru knew full well that he was unleashing a 
chain reaction of atrocities, because from the inception of rebellion he had 
had great difficulty in restraining his indigenous troops, prone to kill any 
“cara blanca” they came across. Indian detachments carried out with alac- 
rity Tupac Amaru’s order to kill any creoles that they found, with appalling 
results: thus the notably fierce rebel detachments from Carabaya and the 
Collao region each “brought loads of heads from creoles in honor of the 
rebel [chief]” to his headquarters in Tungasuca.°** Violence against creoles 
and mestizos, manifestly on the rise the longer the rebellion went on, was 
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neither random nor adventitious, not just the product of maverick rebel out- 
riders or over-enthusiastic looters. It responded rather to a declared change 
of rebel aims and targets by Tupac Amaru, reacting furiously against the 
inconstancy and “treason” of his erstwhile creole and mestizo allies. 


The Verdict 


The defection of the creole and mestizo components of the rebel army at the 
siege of Cuzco marked a watershed in the nature of the 1780 rebellion, one 
hitherto overlooked in its vast historiography. There was an abrupt switch 
from Tupac Amaru’s insistence upon exempting creoles from violence, a 
policy that he had urged (in the face of ad hoc infringements by his indig- 
enous troops) preceding the siege of the city of Cuzco. After the ignomini- 
ous retreat of his ethnically mixed army from the heights of Cuzco and the 
desertion of his non-indigenous troops with most of the firearms, the rebel 
leader pronounced a policy of summarily executing creoles and mestizos, 
in addition to the peninsular Spaniards who had been targeted for killing 
from the inception of the rebellion. Of course, it is difficult to assess how far 
the order to kill creoles and mestizos was generalized, and for how long its 
implementation endured. Tupac Amaru may, after all, have intended that 
it be directed solely against the mutineers and sundry other deserters—as 
several testimonies suggest—and lasted only until such time as those mis- 
creants had been exemplarily slain. If so, it was a vain hope, because it led 
to the immediate and widespread slaughter of creole and mestizo deserters 
and non-combatants—men, women, and children. The ethnic hatreds that 
for long had simmered in colonial life were brought unambiguously to the 
boil once the order to kill was given, and nothing short of crushing the re- 
bellion militarily could hope to stem the “blood-dimmed tide.” 

Tupac Amaru’s rebellion patently underwent a metamorphosis from a 
broad-based alliance against the colonial system and chapetones generally, 
to an insurgency that bore all the hallmarks of xenophobic caste war. The 
key to that revised image is the set of testimonies from within the eye of 
the rebellion, which coincide in alleging that Tupac Amaru had switched 
from ordering the death of peninsular Spaniards while sparing creoles, to 
a general order to put all creoles to the sword. That violence now became 
indiscriminate was due not just to maverick rebel troops or indigenous ma- 
rauders and plunderers, but rather as a direct consequence of a radical 
change of policy coeval with a change in the very nature of the rebellion. 
José Gabriel Tupac Amaru was the author of the spiraling violence that 
marked the post-siege phase of the rebellion. Rebel perpetrators of atroci- 
ties were, then, at least from January 1781, “just following orders.” 
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As the rebellion wore on, creoles and mestizos increasingly became vic- 
tims of rebel violence, irrespective of whether these were loyalist or rebel 
sympathizers or just non-aligned fence-sitters. The conventional explana- 
tion for rebel atrocities has been that indigenous rebels were beyond the con- 
trol of the leadership, whose pleas (in the first two months of the uprising) to 
spare non-combatant creoles and mestizos were ineffectual in the face of the 
bloodlust and depredations of rebel troops, and in part due to communica- 
tion difficulties innate to the vast expanses of rough terrain across which 
the rebellion ebbed and flowed. Yet this traditional exculpation of Tupac 
Amaru from the most egregious rebel atrocities has always rung somewhat 
hollow. How could an unequivocally charismatic leader with unsurpassed 
authority have had such little control over his supposedly purblind follow- 
ers? Were the many atrocities and summary killings of creoles and mestizos 
simply due to maverick rebel outriders? Or were they an integral part of 
rebel military strategy? Manifestly, on the evidence presented here, the post- 
siege violence was directed principally by the rebel caudillo, rather than 
being merely a reflection of disintegrating rebel leadership after the failure 
of the January 1780 siege of Cuzco, and the attendant random violence by 
retreating, rebel soldiers and marauding rebel outriders. 

The Tupac Amaru rebellion of 1780-82 thus stands revealed as a geno- 
cidal movement orchestrated by its charismatic leader. Rebel atrocities, 
manifestly genocidal in character, thus appear not as regrettable excesses 
within a generally noble nationalist and anticolonial war, but rather as 
episodes true to the very nature of the rebellion. These were not the “scat- 
tered attacks” of Charles Tilly’s typology of collective violence, but rather 
pertained to a policy of “coordinated destruction” that went well beyond 
the “license to kill” of conventional warfare, not least in its targeting of 
civilians along ethnic lines.°> The Tupac Amaru rebellion was, in effect, a 
regional eighteenth-century expression of total war in which no one was 
exempt from intentional death; in such manner, the rebellion abrogated 
the norms of early modern warfare. At least from January 1780, genocidal 
intentionality and coordinated, ethnically targeted destruction of combat- 
ants and non-combatants alike were present in the rebellion. It was, like 
its even more sanguinary Bolivian counterpart, a genocide from below in 
which the long-suffering indigenous victims of Spanish colonial rule un- 
leashed their long-awaited reprisals against their exploitative Other. Unlike 
the Catari rebellion, however, the principal architect of genocide was its 
charismatic leader. 

Genocide from below in 1780 sprang from a colonial crisis whence 
subalterns reacted against burdens that, already deemed intolerable, con- 
tinued to worsen. Among the targets of rebel resentment and clamor for 
reform were numerous issues that many contemporaries considered to be 
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just claims, morally righteous. Among the most pressing were relief from 
crushing economic and fiscal burdens; the social dislocation attendant upon 
forced mine labor; usurpation of indigenous community lands by outsiders; 
rough handling (especially floggings) by clergy and district officials; state 
offices being given to outsiders, especially the hated peninsular Spaniards; 
corruption by royal officials; and the severe difficulty of winning judicial 
redress of grievances. There was a whole kaleidoscope of different world- 
views, beliefs, behaviors, and culpabilities apparent within the rebellion. 
Rebel agendas of social justice, legal redress, moral economy, and represen- 
tative government should not be obscured by an undue focus on collective 
violence, targeted or not. The genocide from below was perpetrated by 
long-suffering victims of colonial exploitation who, after the killing was 
over, reverted to the former status; still victims, still exploited at roughly 
the same levels as hitherto, for all that the rebellion forced some conces- 
sions from the Crown. In 1780, a mass rebellion was launched in order to 
overthrow or at least reform radically an oppressive colonial system. That 
it eventually degenerated into a genocidal caste war should not preclude a 
historical understanding of the negotiated complexities of colonialism in 
the Andes nor the “emic” perspectives of the rebels; such an understanding 
would embrace aspirational mass rebellion as well as its vengeful after- 
math—-due acknowledgement that its perpetrators were also victims, and 
therein lay the wellsprings of that genocide from below. 


Notes 


1. Modern Bolivia was until 1825 variously called Charcas or Upper Peru (Alto Peru), 
and in 1776 moved from the jurisdiction of the Viceroyalty of Peru to the new Vice- 
royalty of Rio de la Plata. Argentina was similarly a postcolonial creation, having also 
from 1776 been part of the latter viceroyalty, effectively independent from 1810 and 
formally so from 1816. 

2. There is an immense bibliography on eighteenth-century Andean rebellions. The 
best introduction to the Tupac Amaru rebellion is Charles Walker, Smoldering 
Ashes: Cuzco and the Creation of Republican Peru, 1780-1840 (Durham, NC, 
1999), chap. 2. For the Catarista rebellion, see especially Sinclair Thomson, We 
Alone Will Rule: Native Andean Politics in the Age of Insurgency (Madison, WI, 
2002). Of great importance are Boleslao Lewin, La rebelion de Tupac Amaru y los 
origenes de la independencia de Hispanoamérica, 3rd rev. ed. (Buenos Aires, 1967). 
Scarlett O’Phelan Godoy, Rebellions and Revolts in Eighteenth-Century Peru and 
Upper Peru (Cologne and Vienna, 1985); Ward Stavig, The World of Tupac Amaru: 
Conflict, Community and Identity in Colonial Peru (Lincoln, NE, 1999), chap. 8; 
Serge Serulnikov, Subverting Colonial Authority: Challenges to Spanish Rule in 


Genocide from Below 421 


10} 


ie 


Eighteenth-Century Southern Andes (Durham and London, 2003); Nicholas A. 
Robins, Genocide and Millenialism in Upper Peru: The Great Rebellion of 1780- 
1782 (Westport, CT, 2002). 


. Excellent introductions to Spanish American Independence are: John Lynch, The 


Spanish American Revolutions 1808-1826, 2nd ed. (New York and London, 1986); 
Jay Kinsbruner, Independence in Spanish America: Civil Wars, Revolutions, and Un- 
derdevelopment (Albuquerque, NM, 1994). For Brazilian Independence, see Leslie 
Bethell, “The Independence of Brazil,” in The Independence of Latin America, ed. 
Leslie Bethell (Cambridge, 1987), pp. 155-94. See also the wide-ranging revisionist 
essay by Brian R. Hamnett, “Process and Pattern: A Re-examination of the Ibero- 
American Independence Movements, 1808-1826,” Journal of Latin American Studies 
29 NOne (LID 279 32.8: 


. Robins, Genocide and Millenialism in Upper Peru, whose work is informed especially 


by Jan Szeminski, “Why Kill the Spaniard? New Perspectives on Andean Insurrection- 
ary Ideology in the 18 Century,” in Resistance, Rebellion, and Consciousness in the 
Andean Peasant World, 18* to 20" Centuries, ed. Steve J. Stern (Madison, WI, 1987), 
166-92. Szeminski similarly highlights the millenarian influence as context and cause 
of rebel violence. 

John Docker, “Are Settler-Colonies Inherently Genocidal? Re-reading Lemkin” (in 
this volume), citing Raphael Lemkin. 


. Ivan Hinojosa, “El nudo colonial: La violencia en el movimiento tupamarista,” Pasado 


y Presente 2, nos. 2-3 (1989): 73-82, for a selection of such incidents, some of which 
are also recorded in Lewin, La rebelidn de Tupac Amaru. 

Hinojosa, “El nudo colonial,” 76, whose argument has merit up to a certain point, 
but although noting that some atrocities were committed within the context of mil- 
Itary actions commanded by rebel leaders, does not consider the possibility that 
some of those “excesses” stemmed directly from explicit orders of Tupac Amaru. 
Robins, Genocide and Millenialism, 2, from the outset of his study exculpates the 
rebel leader from the charge of genocide, arguing that the rebellion “quickly escaped 
his control and exceeded his vision.” This was true of the southern movement, but 
not of the northern, which to a large extent remained under the control of Tupac 
Amaru. 

The names and functions of many non-indigenous cadres have long been known, for 
which sce O’Phelan, Rebellions and Revolts, 299-309, for a list of captives who were 
tried for treason after the rebellion. However, this essay brings some of these individu- 
als out from the shadows and advances the names of still others, all of whom were 
much closer to the eponymous leader and who themselves carried out clear leadership 
functions, rather than just executing orders. 


. Note that ethnicity was a subset of race in this society, in which the indigenous popu- 


lation comprised multiple ethnic groups, corresponding to the myriad polities that 
existed prior to the Spanish conquest. These continued to maintain separate ethnic 
identities after 1532. However, for present purposes, “ethnicity” will be used as a 
synonym for “race.” 

For a summary of the 1795 census, see John R. Fisher, Government and Society in 
Colonial Peru: The Intendant System 1784-1814 (London, 1970), 251-53. The city 
of Cuzco numbered 24,842 and the Intendancy of Cuzco totalled 208,791, the most 
numerous of the Viceroyalty’s seven intendancies. 

David Cahill, “A Liminal Nobility: The Incas in the Middle Ground of Late Colonial 
Peru,” in New World, First Nations: Native Peoples of Mesoamerica and the Andes 
under Colonial Rule, ed. David Cahill and Blanca Tovias (Brighton, Sussex, 2006), 
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169-95. For the nobility of Early Modern Spain, see the seminal work of Antonio 
Dominguez Ortiz, La sociedad espanola en el siglo XVII, vol. 1: El Estamento nobili- 
ario (Universidad de Granada, facsimile edition, 1992 [1963]). 

Archivo General de Indias (hereafter AGI), Audiencia del Cuzco, Leg. 35, Benito de la 
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‘THE BRIEF GENOCIDE OF EURASIANS 
IN INDONESIA, 1945/46 


Robert Cribb 


Introduction 


D uring the closing months of 1945 and the first months of 1946, a 
small and little-known genocide took place in Indonesia. The victims 
were members of Indonesia’s mixed-race Eurasian community, the perpe- 
trators were ethnic Indonesian nationalists, and the context was the dif- 
ficult aftermath of the Japanese occupation of the Netherlands Indies that 
included the declaration of Indonesian independence in August 1945 and 
attempts by the Dutch to restore the colonial authority of the Netherlands 
Indies. The genocide was one of history’s small number of genocides di- 
rected against a settler community at a time of dramatic political change. 
They were part of a process by which indigenous peoples recovered con- 
trol of their own country from outside rulers after an interval of imperial 
domination. 

Every genocide has its own characteristic forms of horror. The Indone- 
sian genocide of 1945/46 was not an affair of gas chambers and methodi- 
cal extermination like the Holocaust, but rather a time of unpredictable 
violence carried out with deliberate savagery and intimidation. The victims 
were seized in their houses late at night, ambushed as they walked to the 
morning market, hauled off trains in broad daylight. They were seldom 
held long in detention by their killers. Instead, they were murdered quickly, 
stabbed, strangled, beheaded, or hacked to death, and their bodies were 
buried in hastily dug graves, tipped into wells, flung into rivers or canals, 
or simply left on the spot as a frightening reminder to passers-by. 

The agents of the genocide were a multitude of independent militias, 
known at the time as badan perjuangan, “struggle organizations,” which 
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sprang up in the days and weeks after the independence declaration. Fiercely 
proud of their country’s fresh independence, they had neither patience with 
nor understanding of the national leadership’s cautious strategies. Rather, 
they were convinced that the passionate commitment to the cause and a 
willingness to die for their country would overcome all obstacles.’ There 
was much of a swaggering bravado among these militias: in order to put 
the humiliation of colonization behind them, they cultivated an air of arro- 
gance and confidence. Intensely suspicious of Dutch plots and enormously 
sensitive to slights and insults, they reacted violently to perceived threats 
and challenges. To Westerners still smarting from the deliberate humilia- 
tions that had been heaped upon them during the Japanese occupation, this 
swagger was an extra source of shame. 

In the memories of survivors, the violence seemed all the worse be- 
Cause it came after nearly three and a half years of Japanese occupation in 
the Indonesian archipelago. The Japanese, in a hurry to set their mark on 
their new territory, had consigned the most European-looking of the West- 
ern population to internment camps, where conditions had ranged from 
tedious to appalling. The bulk of the Eurasian population had not been 
interned, but life outside the camps had been terribly difficult as well. Acute 
shortages of food, clothing, and basic utensils,* together with the insecurity 
produced by a nervous and trigger-happy occupation force, made the oc- 
cupation years a time of prolonged difficulty for most Eurasians, but their 
hopes for better times after the Japanese had left were shattered by the 
outbreak of the nationalist revolution. 

As this brief description suggests, the genocide of the Eurasians in In- 
donesia was not a state-sponsored affair. Although the Indonesian republic 
had been formally created on 18 August 1945, a day after the independence 
declaration, for weeks the new state barely existed as an institution. Only 
gradually did officials in government departments transfer their allegiance 
from the Japanese occupation authorities, and only on S October did the 
leaders of the republic finally declare the creation of an army. This dif fidence 
arose from the desperate desire of President Sukarno and other nationalist 
leaders to avoid what they feared would be an unwinnable military struggle 
with the Dutch. Instead, they hoped that the Atlantic Charter, which had 
promised self-determination for all subject peoples, would deliver them a 
smooth transition to independence. Thus they sought to appeal over the 
heads of the Dutch to the victorious Allies by promising an economy open 
to Western business interests and a peaceful social environment to allow 
postwar reconstruction to begin at once. For the national leaders of the re- 
public, therefore, there was no reason to want a massacre that would only 
reinforce the Dutch argument that the republic had to be crushed if law and 
order were to be restored. 
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Whether they had emerged from the camps or simply tried to pick up 
the thread of their old lives from the old residences, the Eurasians of the 
Indies were profoundly shocked by the violence they encountered. Indeed, 
one of the striking features of late colonial European and Eurasian society 
was its relative lack of anxiety over native violence. The prewar Nether- 
lands Indies had cultivated a myth of peace and order in the colony,’ a 
perception that benevolent Dutch development policies in the twentieth 
century had aroused a profound sense of affection for the colonial rulers 
amongst the vast majority of Indonesians. The Dutch therefore attributed 
the violence largely to the experience of the Japanese occupation when, in 
their eyes, their former subjects had been inculcated with a hatred of all 
things Western and with a “bushido” culture that glorified violence.* For 
these observers, the violence irremediably tainted the republic, making it 
unfit to be the bearer of national aspirations. In scholarly studies of the 
nationalist revolution, by contrast, the violence against the Eurasians has 
been largely ignored, regarded as a marginal phenomenon, a regrettable 
but minor and understandable consequence of Indonesian resentments ac- 
cumulated during the colonial era.’ The violence of the militias toward 
their victims in 1945/46 was a profound shock to the Western community 
in Indonesia, and the almost universal explanation offered at the time was 
that it was a consequence of malignant brutalizing policies carried out by 
the Japanese occupation forces. 

But scholarship no longer treats any violence as unproblematic, and 
it is important to understand the violence inflicted on the Eurasians, both 
as an element in the history of violence in Indonesia and as a case of 
indigenous revenge against a settler community. The puzzle in the case 
of the Eurasians of Indonesia is that there was very little sign of violent 
antagonism towards Eurasians in colonial Indonesia. It is hard to present 
the violence of 1945/46 as the consequence of long-simmering, specific 
antagonisms. By contrast, the violence that took place against Chinese 
residents of Indonesia slightly after the period of violence against the 
Eurasians is easy to locate in a longer history of indigenous resentment 
of the Chinese.® 

Rather, the genocide of the Eurasians was a consequence of a two- 
stage process. First, during the course of the twentieth century, the Eur- 
asian community in the Netherlands Indies parted company with the 
Indonesian nationalist movement that it had helped to found. Then, at 
the time of Indonesia’s independence declaration, the weakness of the 
two aspirant states in the postoccupation archipelago brought the issue 
of loyalty to the fore, precisely at a time when Eurasians were especially 
vulnerable to attack. 
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Colonial Society and Ethnic Categories 


To understand that the violence of 1945/46 was not simply a consequence 
of colonial-era social antagonisms, it is necessary to begin with an explo- 
ration of the tangled racial politics of the Netherlands Indies. The Dutch 
colonial order, from its origins in the commercial ventures of the Dutch 
East Indies Company (VOC) in the seventeenth century until its overthrow 
by invading Japanese forces in 1942, consistently divided its subjects into 
ethnically defined groups. The categories into which people were classi- 
fed and the practical social and legal significance of that classification 
changed repeatedly during the long colonial period. In the late colonial 
era, however, the dominant system of classification divided residents of 
the Indies between three categories: “Europeans,” “Natives” (Inlanders), 
and “Foreign Orientals” (Vreemde Oosterlingen).’ 

Many scholars have been inclined to see these categories as having 
a profound effect on Indonesian views of the world, introducing a fun- 
damental racial consciousness to societies where such consciousness had 
not previously existed, and dooming the Foreign Orientals in particular 
(notably Indonesia’s substantial Chinese minority) to exclusion from “na- 
tiveness” and thus ultimately also from being accepted as Indonesian. 
These scholars have given less attention to the fact that the sharp legal 
classification of Netherlands Indies residents into three ethnic categories 
concealed not only a complex array of ethnic identities in the colony, 
but also ambiguities and blurred boundaries. Formal ethnic status was 
principally a function of paternal ancestry. That is to say, the child of 
a European man automatically acquired European status, provided ei- 
ther the mother was also European or, if there was no marriage, the 
father recognized the child as his own. Until 1838, the colonial authori- 
ties had banned interracial marriages, but European men had routinely 
lived with indigenous and other Asian women, and the children of these 
relationships had European status as long as they were recognized by the 
father. After 1838, when interracial marriage became legal, wives took 
the ethnic status of their husbands. The category “European” (Europe- 
aan), therefore, included not only people of unambiguously European 
birth and descent but also many people with a high degree of indigenous 
ancestry. It also encompassed Japanese, who became a significant pres- 
ence in the commercial and service sectors in the late nineteenth century 
and who achieved “European” status in the early twentieth century after 
a long diplomatic struggle by Japan.’ Europeaan, too, were people of 
non-European descent who had been legally assimilated (gelijkgesteld) 
to European status.’ 
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Even setting aside the Japanese and the gelijkgestelden, the category 
Europeaan was not only enormously diverse but also divided into several 
loosely defined and overlapping subcategories. European newcomers to 
the colony were commonly called “import-Europeans”; if they expected 
to leave the colony in due course, they were called trekkers (“movers”), if 
they chose to stay there, they became blijvers (“stayers”). Those who were 
more purely European in culture and appearance were called totoks. In 
theearly nineteenth century, the colonial authorities distinguished between 
mestiecen (mestizos, i.e., Europeans of mixed race) and creolen (creoles, 
i.e., those who were locally born of exclusively European ancestry), but by 
the late nineteenth century these terms had largely disappeared in favour 
of Indo-Europeaan (sometimes abbreviated as Indo), which generally im- 
plied mixed ancestry but that could also include totok blijvers who had 
adopted significant elements from the local cultures. There was often a 
social distinction between totoks and Indos, but the terms of this distinc- 
tion varied enormously. In parts of eastern Indonesia such as Ambon and 
Kisar, Indo-Europeans were distinguishable from Christian indigenes only 
by their surnames.’? In parts of Java, Imdos were a liminal group, seen 
as combining European self-confidence with “native” superstition, fecun- 
dity, hygiene, and shiftiness. Yet they could also be portrayed as classically 
small-minded burgers, conventional in their tastes, conservative in their 
values, and verging on racist in their views of the world. Depending on 
circumstance, physical appearance, accent, fluency in one or more indig- 
enous languages, family name,! occupation, and cultural attributes such 
as clothing and food, might or might not be defining features of a local 
Indo identity.’ The introduction of steamships and the opening of the Suez 
Canal in 1869 led to a sharp increase in the number of European women 
traveling to the Indies, and therefore to a sharpening of the racial distinc- 
tion between pure Europeans and the mixed-race community. Nonetheless, 
the distinction between different sections of the European community was 
never formalized and never absolute. 

“Foreign Orientals” were an even more diverse community, encom- 
passing the many different communities and individuals who had settled 
in the Indies from other parts of Asia. The most important group within 
this broad category was the Chinese, and colonial statistics often made 
a distinction between Chinese and “other” Foreign Orientals, of whom 
the most numerous were Indians and Arabs. All these groups themselves, 
however, were internally divided along a variety of cultural, religious, and 
class lines. In particular, different degrees of assimilation to indigenous 
cultures gave rise to a distinction between relatively unassimilated totoks 
or singkeh and the more thoroughly indigenized peranakan, a distinction 
comparable to that between totoks and Imdos amongst the Europeans. The 
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Chinese were also divided into dialect groups and the Indians were divided 
both regionally and between Hindus and Muslims. 

Under these circumstances, it is not surprising that those whom the 
Dutch classified as Imlanders were not all indigenous in the strict sense of 
the word. As we have seen, during the colonial era, the child of a European 
father and an indigenous mother became European only if formally recog- 
nized by the father. This recognition was by no means always forthcom- 
ing, and so there was a significant proportion of people with indigenous 
status who nonetheless had some European ancestry and who were well 
aware of the fact. Marriages between native men and mixed-race women 
with European status were not uncommon and had the same consequence. 
Even before the colonial era, moreover, during the great age of commerce 
in Southeast Asia beginning in about 1200, Chinese, Indians, Persians, 
Arabs, Siamese, Japanese, Vietnamese, Armenians, and many others had 
settled permanently in coastal cities and towns of the archipelago, often 
marrying local women and leaving progeny who were gradually absorbed 
into local societies. As a consequence, a great many “indigenous” Indone- 
sians possessed some foreign ancestry. 

Whereas the simple tripartite division of the legal system gives the im- 
pression of a society segmented into large, relatively coherent racial blocks, 
the social reality was very different. Skin color in all its shades, along with 
eye shape, created a finely gradated social hierarchy that was always modi- 
hed to some extent by class, culture (including religion), and wealth. The 
Netherlands Indies legal system, privileging paternal ancestry over physical 
signs of race, saw nothing anomalous in the fact that a “European” might 
have considerably darker skin than a “native.” Nor, at least after 1838, 
did the law place any obstacle in the way of interethnic marriage. Law and 
social prejudice never coincided closely in colonial Indonesia. 

Nor, it seems, was the pattern of daily racial discrimination in the Neth- 
erlands Indies as pervasive as that in apartheid South Africa or in the United 
States South before the civil rights movement. There was no formal segre- 
gation of the races in public transport or in places of public entertainment 
such as swimming pools and theaters. Occasional mention has been made of 
signs that announced that certain public facilities were “forbidden for dogs 
and natives” (verboden voor honden en inlanders), but no photographs of 
these signs seem to exist and they are strikingly absent from contemporary 
critiques of Dutch colonialism. It seems likely that the anecdote has been 
transplanted from elsewhere, perhaps China, and has taken on life as an ur- 
ban myth because it seems consistent with the character of colonialism.” 

Netherlands Indies society was profoundly unequal in terms of wealth 
and power, but these disparities did not closely follow ethnic lines. A striking 
feature of the photographs of public events such as horse races and dances 
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from the first half of the nineteenth century is the significant sprinkling of 
Chinese and indigenous faces in the crowds.'* None of this is to disregard 
the reality of ethnic consciousness and ethnic discrimination in the Dutch 
colony. Europeans were the lords of society and indigenes were not. The 
system of government was autocratic and at best paternalistic. Public expen- 
diture was perceived to favor the interests of the Europeans and, even when it 
was ostensibly for the interests of Indonesians, to reflect a European sense of 
priorities. Color and culture created a painful hierarchy within the European 
community. Eurasian girls, above all, were under pressure to marry men 
with paler skins to “rectify,” as they sometimes put it, the mistake of their 
ancestor in marrying, or coupling with, an Indonesian.'° The overall picture 
of ethnic identity and ethnic classification in the colony was one of baroque 
complexity and overlapping categories. In short, the ethnic categorizations 
of the colonial era do not point to the violence of 1945/46. 

I do not want to discount the significance of ethnic discrimination in 
colonial Indonesia. This system had given rise to a range of discrimina- 
tory practices that were amongst the most important grievances against 
the colonial system. Nonetheless, the structure of ethnic categorization in 
the Netherlands Indies did not separate the Eurasians as a special category 
symbolic of the system’s injustices to the poor who eventually spearheaded 
the massacres of 1945/46. One would not have expected such intense hos- 
tility to Eurasians in 1945/46 simply on the basis of racial prejudices sim- 
mering in the late colonial order. Prejudice did simmer, but there is no 
evidence of a vast reserve of animosity that might explain the genocide. 

Not only was the genocidal violence against Eurasians in 1945 un- 
precedented in Indonesian history, it was also without sequel. Although 
civil violence remained at a relatively high level in Indonesian society until 
the military-imposed order of the Suharto era, Eurasians were never again 
specially targeted as victims. The Dutch citizens who were expelled from 
Indonesia in 1959 as part of the shrill nationalism of the Sukarno era were 
removed because of their nationality; the many Eurasians who had adopted 
Indonesian citizenship suffered no such discrimination. And today, al- 
though Eurasians are as subject to stereotyping as other Indonesian ethnic 
groups (they are seen as being mainly entertainers, criminals, and police- 
men), there is no hint of the venom that blights attitudes toward Indonesia’s 
other contentious exogenous community, the Chinese Indonesians. 


Ethnicity and Indonesian Nationalism 


Although the urbane nationalists who created the Indonesian republic in 
August 1945 may have been innocent of the massacres, the exclusion of 
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Eurasians from the Indonesian polity was not simply the work of men of 
violence lurking in bamboo groves close to European habitations. The In- 
donesian constitution, drafted in the difficult weeks before the end of the 
Second World War in 1945, contains a curious contradiction. On the one 
hand, the document specifies that there shall be no legal discrimination 
between Indonesian citizens.’ This formulation may appear worthy and 
unremarkable but in fact it marked a revolutionary transformation by end- 
ing at a stroke the complicated system of ethnic discrimination that, as we 
have seen, had underpinned the legal system in the Netherlands Indies for 
more than three centuries. The abolition of ethnicity as a legal category, 
therefore, was an unequivocally revolutionary act by the nationalists who 
declared Indonesian independence in 1945.!’ 

On the other hand, the abolition of ethnic classification in the 1945 
constitution was incomplete. Article 6.1 of the constitution contradicted 
the bold new principle of equality by specifying that only those who were 
asli, a term normally translated as “indigenous,” were eligible to become 
president of the republic.!® This small gesture has generally attracted little 
attention in analyses of the history of ethnic relations in Indonesia, but it is 
significant as the first formal act of ethnic discrimination by independent 
Indonesia. In view of the troubled history of ethnic relations and the persis- 
tence of gross ethnic discrimination in the archipelago since independence, 
despite the formal abolition of ethnic classification, explaining Article 6.1 
may help us to understand both the genocide of Eurasians in 1945 and the 
complex nature of ethnic prejudice in Indonesia more generally. 

In the context of Indonesian nationalism, moreover, the fact that 
Article 6.1 of the constitution excluded nonindigenes from the possibil- 
ity of contributing a president to the new nation is puzzling. The idea 
of Indonesia, after all, was determinedly multiethnic and multireligious, 
encompassing hundreds of indigenous ethnic groups, including Papuans 
who were physically very different from the Austronesian majority. Es- 
pecially in the years around the declaration of independence, moreover, 
the idea of Indonesia was a modernizing one, open in principle to ideas 
from anywhere in the world. Of course, many different ideas contended 
for the soul of Indonesian nationalism, including Islam and Marxism, but 
nationalist discourse was generally free of overt racism and of appeals to 
blood and ancestry of the kind that has often underpinned Western rac- 
ism and nationalism. 

Nonetheless, this admirable universalism of the Indonesian nationalist 
ideals concealed elements of racial antagonism. Since early in the colonial 
period, there had been tension between metropolitan Dutch and locally- 
born Eurasians. In 1721, an alleged conspiracy by the Eurasian Peter Erber- 
felt was suppressed with special brutality. The first modern political party 
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in the Netherlands Indies, moreover, was the Imdische Partij (Indies Party) 
founded in 1911 and led by a Eurasian, E. F. E. Douwes Dekker, and two 
Javanese intellectuals, Suwardi Suryaningrat and Tyjipto Mangoenkoeso- 
emo. The party’s key slogans were “the Indies for those who make their 
home there” and “the Indies free from Holland.” The party’s program was 
progressive and particularly hostile to aristocratic authority.!? Tjipto was 
famous for having suggested that the archipelago would be better off if the 
Javanese language, with its multitude of levels of speech that made it virtu- 
ally impossible to conduct a conversation without one side being designated 
as superior to the other, were extinguished.” 

The emergence of a mixed-race community as leaders of a local settler 
or creole nationalism was no unusual phenomenon. It had been charac- 
teristic of Latin America, bore important resemblances to settler nation- 
alism in Australasia and North America, and was the central element in 
anti-Spanish nationalism in The Philippines. There the term “Filipino,” 
which was originally applied to Spanish born in the colony, as opposed 
to the peninsulares from Spain itself, expanded in meaning to encompass 
all residents of the archipelago, including the indigenous peoples who had 
previously been called Indios. The Indische Partij, with its commitment to 
social democracy and its repudiation of ethnicity as a basis for nationality, 
lay firmly in this broad tradition. 

In the course of the twentieth century, however, two main factors 
worked to marginalize Eurasians from the developing Indonesian national- 
ist movement.” First, the colonial authorities, acutely aware of the fact the 
creole nationalism in The Philippines had come close to toppling Spanish 
power, and probably would have done so if the Americans had not stepped 
in and toppled it themselves, took sharp repressive measures against the 
Indische Partij, exiling its leaders and restricting its activities. More impor- 
tant, in constructing a rationale for continued colonial rule in the twentieth 
century, when developments all around the Netherlands Indies were point- 
ing in the direction of a colonial retreat, the Dutch increasingly portrayed 
their rule as being essential to protect vulnerable groups in Indies society 
from exploitation or oppression by other parts of the same society. Whereas 
the rationale for colonialism in earlier times had been the alleged benefits 
it brought in terms of civilization, economic development, or welfare (espe- 
cially peace, law, and medicine), the rationale of the late colonial state was 
more negative. It involved identifying both “dangerous” groups in society 
and the vulnerable groups that might be their victims. This protective ra- 
tionale was manifest in a growing attention to the welfare of supposedly 
“primitive” indigenous peoples of West New Guinea, to the preservation 
of traditional Hindu culture and religion in Bali, and to the protection of 
indigenous Indonesians from Eurasians and Chinese.”? 
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The construction of Eurasians and Chinese as dangerous to the rest of 
Indonesian society took different paths. The classification of the Chinese 
as a group distinct from the Dutch ruling elite had much older roots than 
the sharp social distinction between Eurasians and metropolitan Dutch. 
The Chinese, moreover, had been a central element in the colonial system 
of revenue farms, in which the right to collect tax in a particular segment of 
the economy was auctioned off to the highest bidder, who then used private 
gangs of enforcers to extract tax from the public. Working at the sharp 
edge of colonial exploitation, these Chinese (though a tiny minority of the 
total Chinese population) were deeply hated. By the beginning of the twen- 
tieth century, the revenue farm system had been done away with in favor of 
more modern systems of tax collection, but the Dutch now drew increasing 
attention to the supposedly destructive effects of Chinese moneylending in 
the countryside. Chinese lenders, whose practices were indeed extortionate 
by today’s standards, were excoriated as bloodsuckers and exploiters of 
simple-minded peasants in the countryside. It is notable that anti-Chinese 
riots in the Netherlands Indies only began in the early twentieth century at 
the time when this official vilification of usury began to take form.?? 

The Eurasians, by contrast, were constructed primarily as the enemies 
of the modern Indonesian elite. This elite took shape in the first decades of 
the twentieth century as a result of the expansion of modern education be- 
yond European society and beyond the high aristocratic elite most closely 
involved in colonial rule. As the economy and society of the Indies grew 
more complex, so too grew the need for literate, articulate middle-ranking . 
employees and government officials. The colonial establishment fostered 
a discourse in which the interests of this new elite were set against those 
of the Eurasians who had tended, following the color hierarchy, to occupy 
the middle reaches of the colonial civil service. Eurasians were increas- 
ingly portrayed as clever and cunning, with the arrogance and ambition of 
Europeans but none of the European sense of noblesse oblige. By the end 
of the colonial era, the radical, inclusive nationalism of the Indische Parttj 
was overshadowed by the antinationalist conservatism of the Indo-Europ- 
eesch Verbond (\EV, Eurasian Association), representing a community that 
feared Indonesian nationalism and stood firmly behind the colonialist hard 
line of the 1930s and early 1940s. 

Indonesian nationalism was always a hugely diverse movement. It was 
never united in a single organization, and even periods of domination by a 
single organization were no more than brief. The movement included radi- 
cal Muslims and communists who envisaged violent revolution against the 
colonial state, as well as conservative gradualists who imagined long eras 
of tutelage during which the Dutch would slowly relinquish control to a 
trusted, indigenous elite. For all this division, however, these diverse forces 
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saw themselves as a single movement (Pergerakan) ultimately sharing the 
same goal. Precisely because Indonesian nationalism saw itself as inclusive 
of those who regarded the Indies as their home, the pro-colonial views 
of the IEV seemed deeply and contemptibly disloyal to most Indonesian 
nationalists. The European Dutch were a powerful and dangerous enemy, 
but the IEV were traitors who had betrayed their homeland to uphold its 
subordination to foreign rule. 

During the final decade of colonial rule, hostility to the IEV and to 
Eurasians in general was mitigated by the fact that they did not play any 
pivotal role in maintaining the colonial order. The colonial parliament, 
the Volksraad, was heavily weighted with government supporters and had 
relatively few powers. The colonial state’s capacity to censor, to spy, to ex- 
ile, and to imprison was far more important to its survival than the small 
chorus of support coming from the IEV. In 1945, however, the perception 
of Eurasian disloyalty suddenly moved to the center of the political stage. 


Loyalty and the Critical Moment, 1945 


Indonesian independence was declared by the two most prominent nation- 
alist leaders, Sukarno and Mohammad Hatta, on 17 August 1945, two 
days after the Japanese surrender. In the previous weeks, both leaders had 
been members of a committee sponsored by the Japanese occupation au- 
thorities to prepare for Indonesian independence under Japanese auspices. 
The Japanese intention, although they did not come to it until late in the 
war, was to create an Indonesian republic as a puppet or client state along- 
side other states in the so-called Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere— 
Manchukuo, Wang Ching-wei’s China, The Philippines, Burma, Vietnam, 
Cambodia, and Laos. The preparations for Indonesian independence, how- 
ever, had been short-circuited by the end of the war and by the obligation 
that the Allies placed upon Japan to maintain the political status quo in 
occupied territories. The Indonesian nationalists thus had two reasons to 
abort the independence process: they risked suppression by the Japanese 
authorities, and they risked having their claim for independence tainted by 
its association with Japanese imperial plans. 

After considerable hesitation, the Indonesian leaders chose to create 
what we would now call a virtual republic. Rather than seeking to cre- 
ate state institutions or to take over institutions from the Japanese, they 
focused on winning expressions of loyalty from the people of the archi- 
pelago. They were hopeful that the Allies would recognize the principle of 
self-determination as set out in the Atlantic Charter and that the promise 
of an independent Indonesia open to Western interests would outweigh any 
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sense of obligation to the Dutch, whose performance in resisting both the 
Germans and Japanese had been hardly impressive. In particular, the new 
government declined to transform Japanese-trained local armed units into 
a national army for fear that such a move would brand the republic with 
the then-pejorative term, “made in Japan.” 

Indonesians outside the central nationalist elite, however, generally 
viewed this strategy with alarm. They were immediately aware that the 
Europeans in the archipelago regarded the Japanese defeat as a victory 
and expected that the colonial order would be restored. They remembered 
how obdurate the Dutch had been in resisting the claims of Indonesian 
nationalism before the Second World War. Whereas The Philippines under 
the United States had acquired a high degree of internal autonomy as a 
commonwealth with its own Filipino president, and Burma had achieved 
responsible parliamentary government under British tutelage, the Dutch 
in Indonesia had set their caps firmly against any significant movement 
toward independence. Even after the fall of the Netherlands to Germany in 
1940, the Dutch had promised no more than a constitutional convention 
to consider changes to the relationship between colony and metropolitan 
power. And during the Second World War, the Dutch had made it clear that 
they planned to reestablish the colonial order before contemplating ways in 
which it might be modified. 

With apparently nothing but moral force standing between the new 
Indonesian republic and a return to Dutch colonial rule, many Indonesians 
resolved to take matters into their own hands, forming the badan perjuan- 
gan (struggle organizations) mentioned above, and fired with a determina- 
tion to use any means at hand—bricks, stones, sharpened bamboo stakes, 
even poisonous snakes—to resist the return of colonialism.*‘ 

But Dutch forces did not land on the coasts of Indonesia in the days 
after the Japanese surrender. The Netherlands itself had been occupied by 
Germany until the very end of the Second World War, and the colonial gov- 
ernment-in-exile based in Australia had virtually no forces at its disposal. It 
was to be six weeks or more in fact before the first substantial Allied forces 
were to arrive in the main islands of Java and Sumatra. In the immediate 
aftermath of the war, therefore, the Netherlands Indies was as weak as the 
republic whose existence it refused to acknowledge. This weakness had 
much the same effect on European residents in the archipelago as the weak- 
ness of the republic had had on Indonesian nationalists. Like the national- 
ists, the Europeans began to flaunt signs of their loyalty to the Netherlands, 
waving flags, singing patriotic songs and generally behaving as if a return 
to the colonial era was imminent. Like the nationalists, though on a lesser 
scale, they began to form militias, partly to maintain local law and order, 
partly as a surrogate colonial army. 
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This situation put tens of thousands of ordinary people in the front 
line of the monumental struggle between colonialism and nationalism. The 
struggle was not delegated to formal armed forces, but rather conducted by 
patriotic individuals whom the extraordinary circumstances drove to ac- 
tion. It was not carried on through institutions, but rather as a contest over 
manifestations of loyalty. The enemies of the Netherlands Indies were not 
soldiers of a yet-to-be-formed Indonesian army, but ordinary Indonesians 
who had chosen for the republic. The republic’s enemies in turn were not 
the returning soldiers of the colonial army but rather the ordinary people, 
Dutch, Eurasian, and Indonesian, who wanted to see the Dutch tricolor fly- 
ing again. Those who perished in 1945/46 died for their beliefs, rather than 
for their skin color or their formal! ethnic status. 

Yet ethnicity was important. Eurasians suffered more than any popula- 
tion group in this period. The recorded death toll is around 5,000, based on 
recovered bodies, but an estimated 20,000 Eurasians were noted as miss- 
ing by the time the Dutch authorities were in a position to begin compiling 
records.*> Out of a total European population of around a quarter of a 
million, this was a substantial proportion, even allowing for the likelihood 
that many of those registered as missing had in fact managed to escape or 
to survive. By contrast, the Chinese of the archipelago, four times more 
numerous than the Europeans at the time, probably suffered between one 
fifth and one tenth of the casualties. 

The acute victimization of the Eurasians probably arose partly from 
sheer physical factors. Whereas Chinese tended to be clustered in so-called 
Chineesche wijken (Chinatowns) that were somewhat more easily defended, 
Eurasians were more widely scattered and tended to be more vulnerable. 
Europeans, still in Japanese internment camps, were paradoxically pro- 
tected by the fact of being concentrated in defensible encampments. 

The genocide of the Eurasians in Indonesia in 1945/46 has largely been 
forgotten within Indonesia, and memory of what took place is kept alive 
mainly by aging survivors in the Netherlands.*° The broader significance of 
the genocide lies not in the fact that on this occasion a settler community 
was the victim of genocide instead of the perpetrator, but rather in the 
tangled relationship between ethnicity, nationality, class, and political af- 
filiation that led to the genocide. 

The colonial legal, social, and cultural system did not itself mark out 
Eurasians as likely victims of violence with the departure of colonialism. 
Rather, despite early involvement in shaping the idea of Indonesia, Eur- 
asians developed an ambiguous, and then an antagonistic, relationship 
with the Indonesian nationalism movement. During the colonial period 
itself, this antagonism had little significance beyond colonial elite circles, 
though it was ultimately to lead to the otherwise puzzling provision of the 
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Indonesian constitution that insisted the nation’s president be of indigenous 
descent. In 1945, however, this separation became fatal. Both the new In- 
donesian republic and the recovering Netherlands Indies were in a state of 
utter weakness, and their respective capacities to command loyalty became 
the single most important attribute of the state. In these times, those who 
were perceived to be disloyal paid a heavy price. Just as Eurasians could 
not be trusted in the presidential palace, they had to be eliminated from the 
streets as potential traitors. 
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SAVAGES, SUBJECTS, AND SOVEREIGNS 


Conjunctions of Modernity, 
Genocide, and Colonialism 


Alex Hinton 


Although the Lord hath given the earth to children of men... the 
greater part of it [is] possessed and wrongfully usurped by wild 
beasts, and unreasonable creatures, or by brutish savages, which by 
reason of their godles[s] ignorance, and blasphemous Idolatrie, are 
worse than those beasts which are of most wilde and savage nature. 


—Robert Gray, 1609! 


I killed those Indians because I knew that the government would not 
reprimand us nor make us pay for the crime that was committed. 


—Colombian settler, 1967? 


he savage. The subject. The sovereign. These notions mark significant 

contours in the conjunction of genocide and colonialism. We have 
“savages,” such as the Taino of Espafiola, who are excluded as subjects 
and hunted down by colonial powers like “rabid” animals. We have “sav- 
ages” who are marked for transformation into colonial “subjects”—like 
so many Native American tribes and the Aborigines—and, in the process, 
lose their lives, family members, and distinctive traditions. And we have 
colonial “subjects” who aspire for sovereignty and, upon attaining it, turn 
back upon their own newly perceived “subjects” and engage in mass mur- 
der—frequently using the very discourses of the colonial power they dis- 
placed. Cambodia and Rwanda certainly fit this case. 

As such examples suggest, and as this book demonstrates, colonialism 
and genocide are closely interlinked. In this essay, however, I want to sug- 
gest that in order to more fully understand the relationship of colonialism 
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and genocide, we must take into account broader and related processes as- 
sociated with modernity, which are intimately tied to savages, subjects, and 
sovereigns. Along the way, I argue that we need to constantly keep in mind 
that encounters with modernity are always local ones, at once transform- 
ing and transformed, as the relationship between colonialism and genocide 
illustrates. 1 draw extensively on my ethnographic research in Cambodia to 
illustrate these points. 


Modernity 


What is modernity? While some scholars prefer a distinctly local definition 
of modernity along the lines of “the desire to be modern,” others, includ- 
ing myself, view modernity as a set of interrelated processes that generate 
distinct formations through time and place.3 Economically, modernity is 
associated with the rise of the large-scale market exchange that was cata- 
lyzed by the Age of Exploration and, later, the Industrial Revolution and 
Fordist production. Private property, monetarized exchange, wage labor, 
mass production and consumption, capital accumulation, and the search 
for new markets (with its corollary, the generation of new desires) have 
been central to this process. Modernity is often driven by new technolo- 
gies, ranging from the invention of guns and faster ships to ergonomics to 
electronic media and the Internet. 

Politically, modernity is linked to increasing secularization, the rise 
of the nation-state, imagined communities of citizens bound to a legiti- 
mate authority, notions of sovereignty and Westphalian law, fixed territo- 
rial boundaries, and .centralized state surveillance and control. Socially, 
modernity is related to new types of social differentiation and organi- 
zation, ranging from categories of race, class, gender, ethnicity, and re- 
lated stratifications to bureaucracy and new divisions of labor. Culturally, 
modernity is associated with often antireligious ideologies of rationality, 
progress, faith in science, human emancipation, human nature, and in- 
dividualism—notions that coalesced in the Enlightenment. On a more 
abstract level, modernity has been tied to the collapse of time and space, 
as people, money, ideas, technologies, images, and commodities move in- 
creasingly quickly, a tendency that has culminated in globalization and 
late capitalist dynamics. 

W hile scholars like Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno‘ and Han- 
nah Arendt’ made important early contributions to our understanding of 
the relationship between modernity and the Holocaust, Zygmunt Bauman? 
has perhaps made this argument most forcefully, linking Nazi atrocities to 
modern metanarratives (of progress, rationality, race), centralized political 
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control, technologies of death, rational design and a project of social engi- 
neering, and bureaucratic efficiency. This association between modernity 
and genocide, however, has less frequently been applied to other genocides, 
including those associated with colonialism.’ Here, it is useful to return to 
the conceptual triad mentioned above: savages, subjects, and sovereigns. 


Savages 


The Age of Exploration, poised on the cusp of modernity, posed a key 
problem for Europeans. While Europeans were familiar with “others” in 
places like the Middle East and India, they were suddenly confronted with 
new lands and new peoples that pushed the limits of the preexisting un- 
derstandings.® Were they, like the “others” with whom they were already 
familiar, “degenerates” who had “fallen” far from the Garden of Eden, 
but were still human? Or, were they something else entirely, closer to dev- 
ils and monsters? 

Driven by the desire to procure wealth and new lands, many explorers, 
including Columbus, chose the second answer. If these newly discovered 
creatures were subhuman, then they had no right to their lands and, like 
wild beasts, could be killed without a qualm. These beings were animals, 
a nuisance to be gotten rid of, particularly since they stood in the way of 
riches and glory. The history of this tragic moment is well known. Millions 
of indigenous peoples in the “new world” perished from diseases, the mili- 
tary superiority of the Europeans, or outright execution. 

Christopher Columbus himself was intimately involved in these geno- 
cidal practices. As the viceroy of Espanola (Haiti and the Dominican Re- 
public), he oversaw a program of enforced slavery and mass murder that, 
coupled with disease, reduced the native Taino population from as many 
as 8 million to 100,000 by the time he departed in 1500.’ According 
to the missionary-activist Bartolomé de Las Casas, the Spaniards per- 
petrated all sorts of horrors upon the Tainos—hacking, roasting, burn- 
ing, and working them to death. When, in response to this brutality, the 
Tainos attempted to defend themselves, the Spanish response was brutal 
and overwhelming: 


They forced their way into native settlements, slaughtering everyone they found 
there, including small children, old men, pregnant women, and even women 
who had just given birth. They hacked them to pieces, slicing open their bellies 
with their swords as though they were so many sheep herded into a pen. They 
even laid wagers on whether they could manage to slice a man in two at a stroke, 
or cut an individual’s head from his body, or disembowel him witha single blow 
of their axes. They grabbed suckling infants by the feet and, ripping them from 
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their mothers’ breasts, dashed them headlong against the rocks... They slaugh- 
tered anyone and everything in their path.?® 


Within 50 years, the Tainos had been eradicated from the face of the earth,"! 
a pattern that was repeated through the “new world.” Over the following 
centuries, the number of indigenous peoples throughout the world declined 
by perhaps SO million people—some estimates put the number at 100 mil- 
lion or more—from precontact levels.’* Here, at the dawn of modernity, 
we find a number of processes at work that would reappear in genocides 
through the ages: the expansion of Western states into distant locales, mass 
death driven by greed and facilitated by new technologies, and the con- 
struction of the victims as dehumanized “others” who are depicted as the 
binary opposite of the perpetrators. 


Savages into (Primitive) Subjects 


During the sixteenth century, a dispute broke out over the existential 
status of the newly discovered “savages.” The two sides were epitomized 
by the 1550/51 Valladolid debates between a Spanish chaplain and royal 
chronicler, Juan de Sepulveda and the activist missionary Father Bar- 
tolomé de las Casas, over the legitimacy of the Spanish “war” against the 
Indians—with Sepulveda arguing vehemently in the affirmative because, 
he claimed, American Indians, like Africans and other “animals,” were 
naturally inferior beings who lacked “souls,” and de las Casas refuting 
this claim based on his first-hand observations of the Indians.!* Ultimately, 
de las Casas asserted that Indians were capable of salvation and therefore 
should not be obliterated. 

Both strands of thought—the savage as subhuman versus the savage 
as “primitive” but still human and therefore capable of salvation—have 
persisted through time, albeit in different incarnations (we now talk of 
“development” and “progress” instead of salvation), legitimating genocide 
in different ways. During the Enlightenment, for example, the salvation 
argument was secularized based partly on the principle of the psychic unity 
of mankind. Given that “savages” were humans and therefore partook of 
the same “nature” as the “civilized” Europeans, Enlightenment thinkers 
had to explain their seemingly irrational behavior. This was done through 
stage theory, which posited “savages” at the bottom of a hierarchy leading 
to “civilization.” Bound up with the spirit of human emancipation, the 
“civilized” were responsible for helping these “child-like,” “uncultivated,” 
“irrational” beings to “progress.” While human, the “savage” was placed 
on the bottom end of a series of binary oppositions:" 
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Civilized: Savage 
Rational: Irrational! 
Cultivated: Uncultivated 
Progressed: Degenerate 
Science: Superstition 
Advanced: Backward 
Developed: Underdeveloped 
Adult: Child-like 
Strong: Weak 

Law: Uncontrolled 
Knowledge: Ignorance 


These discourses buttressed colonial policies that, while aimed primarily 
at economic exploitation and territorial aggrandizement, could be legiti- 
mated in terms of the “white man’s burden.” The colonizers would benef- 
cently help transform savages into more civilized subjects. In most cases, 
the colonizers developed a complex “apparatus” to promote this project of 
social engineering.!? The power of the colonial government was gradually 
expanded, usually by means of force. As it encompassed locals, they were 
“liberated” through a Western education that taught them a certain set of 
values and types of knowledge. These understandings often disparaged and 
discouraged—and sometimes directly outlawed—the “savage” customs of 
the “primitives.” Moreover, locals were interpellated and incorporated into 
the capitalist system, through enticements and inducements, including a 
taxation system that forced indigenous peoples to engage in wage labor. As 
subjects of the colonial administration, they were required to follow “civi- 
lized” systems of “law” and “justice.” 

This production of colonial subjects has been associated with physi- 
cal and cultural genocide in a number of instances. In numerous cases, 
including mass murder in the Americas, local ways of life have been di- 
minished (or made illegal) and groups have been forcibly evicted from their 
native lands. Sometimes, children have been removed from their families 
and given to new parents who will allegedly provide them with a “bet- 
ter” life. In still other cases, the ideology of the “white man’s burden” has 
worked in tandem with discourses about the incorrigible savage to foment 
genocide. The genocide of many Native Americans tribes (for example, the 
Sioux, Cherokees, Ottawas, and Mandans) fits this model, as governmental 
assimilationist policies coexisted with officially or unofficially sanctioned 
campaigns of war to eradicate, diminish, or forcibly evict the “savages.”!® 
Infamous cases in the Americas include the Cherokee “Trail of Tears,” 
Lord Jeffrey Amherst’s intentional infection of the Ottawas with smallpox 
to “extirpate this execrable race,”!’ and the massacres at Sand Creek (1864) 
and Wounded Knee (1890). Sometimes the profit motive was clear-cut, 
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as was the case with the slave labor, torture, and massacre of Putumayo 
Indians in Peru or natives in King Leopold’s Congo (1885-—1908).?8 And, 
who can forget General Roca’s “Conquest of the Desert” in Argentina, the 
annihilation of the Herero in Southwest Africa, or the destruction of the 
Aborigines in Australia.!? Such genocides are not a thing of the past: they 
continue today ina variety of locales, ranging fromthe Yanomami of Brazil 
to the Chittagong Hills people of East Pakistan.?° 


Savages into Sovereigns 


As these last two examples illustrate, one of the ironies of contemporary 
genocides is that they are often perpetrated by former colonial subjects 
who, upon attaining independence, have turned upon their own subjects 
and “savages” to perpetrate genocide. Yet another irony is the fact that 
these acts are often motivated by discourses of modernity, as the newly lib- 
erated sovereigns remain subjugated by colonial regimes of truth—a para- 
dox of “double-consciousness” that was recognized by W. E. B. DuBois?! 
and Franz Fanon.*? Palimpsests of the new are inscribed upon local and 
colonial traditions of the old. 

This double consciousness has played out vividly in Rwanda and Bu- 
rundi, where Hutu and Tutsi demagogues forged their messages of hate out 
of all-too-modern notions of race and ethnicity. German, and later Belgian 
colonial authorities combined pseudoscientific notion of race and stage the- 
ory to legitimate their “civilizing mission” and the administrative structure 
they imposed to maintain their dominance and economic exploitation. The 
minority Tutsi were constructed as the lost descendants of Ham (thus ex- 
plaining the complex sociopolitical and cultural system that existed in the 
area) and placed in positions of authority over the “negroid” Hutus. What 
had been far more fluid ethnic categories were crystallized into rigid racial 
differentiations. Through the generations, as they were educated in colo- 
nial schools, many Rwandans came to believe in the truth of this “Hamitic 
hypothesis.” Tutsis could legitimate their rule by invoking their racial supe- 
riority; Hutus, in turn, could argue for the removal or elimination of these 
Tutsi “invaders from the North.” Such racist discourses have provided fod- 
der for genocidal demagogues in Rwanda and Burundi. As a side note, | 
should stress that these modern discourses are always localized—they are 
played out in local idioms and in culturally patterned ways. Thus, geno- 
cidal perpetrators in Rwanda fused ideological notions of racial difference 
with local conceptions of kingship, exchange, and bodily health—includ- 
ing conceptions of blockage and flow that Christopher Taylor has argued 
patterned much of the violence in Rwanda in 1994.?? 
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A similar argument could be made for Pol Pot’s Cambodia.** On the 
one hand, the Khmer Rouge line was specifically geared to eliminate colo- 
nial and imperialist influences in Cambodia, particularly the “privatism” 
of capitalism. On the other hand, their revolutionary discourses were 
strongly influenced by Marxist-Leninist ideas that top cadre, including Pol 
Pot, had learned in Paris. Like Maoist and North Vietnamese communists, 
the brand of communist ideology the Khmer Rouge promoted was satu- 
rated with modernist thought, including an extreme faith in rationality, 
social engineering, progress, and human emancipation. 

In September 1977, forexample, Pol Pot gave a speech to commemorate 
the seventeenth anniversary of the founding of the Communist Party of Kam- 
puchea (CPK) that devoted a great deal of time to describing how the Party’s 
“correct [strategic] line” had been ascertained by preliminary “research” 
and “scientific analysis” of the “real nature of Kampuchean society at that 
time.” Specifically, the party line held that there were two major socioeco- 
nomic “contradictions” that needed to be “defined” and “resolved”—first, 
the contradiction between Cambodian society and imperialism, particularly 
US imperialism; and, second, internal class contradictions. 

Pol Pot’s speech is suffused with high-modernist notions of science and 
progress. His description of the Khmer Rouge class analysis repeatedly 
invokes such words and phrases as: “answer questions,” “conclusion” of 
“analysis,” “definition,” “resolve” or finding “solutions,” “scientific analy- 
sis,” “social science,” “correct resolution,” drawing “lessons” from history, 
“self-examination,” and so forth. As the one who uses scientific analysis to 
accurately diagnose and resolve “contradictions” though its “correct line,” 
the party is portrayed as all knowing, as the “correct and clear-sighted” 
leadership that “sees” the truth. Such insight enables it to “diagnose” the 
“contradictions” that create social woes, to construct a blueprint that will 
overcome such problems by creating a new utopian society, and to “guide” 
the people to this revitalizing future. Ultimately, this program of social en- 
gineering led to genocide, as certain “impure elements” of the population 
were deemed incorrigible and, in order to prevent them from contaminat- 
ing the revolution, targeted for eradication. 

As in Rwanda, such modern ideas and aspirations were localized within 
a specific historical and sociocultural context. Thus, the Khmer Rouge 
frequently invoked Buddhist notions.*° Like Buddhists who had achieved 
enlightenment, the Khmer Rouge leadership had attained secret knowl- 
edge that would transform Cambodia and enable its inhabitants to reach 
a higher state of being. In fact, the Khmer Rouge ideology often invoked 
the theme of enlightenment when depicting Angkar through metaphors 
of clairvoyance and omniscience. Key revolutionary concepts also played 
upon or were directly translated using Buddhist terms and ideas. Thus, 
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revolutionary “consciousness” (satiaramma) was directly derived from 
the Buddhist concept of “mindfulness”—like a monk who mindfully acts 
in accordance with dhamma, a proper revolutionary would “mindfully” 
act in accordance with Khmer Rouge doctrine.?”? Among other things, a 
proper consciousness required “renunciation” (leah bang). Just as a monk 
renounces worldly desires and attachments, a proper revolutionary should 
renounce “the garden of the individual,” ranging from the desire for mate- 
rial goods to attachment to one’s family members. Even mourning a loved 
one who had died or been arrested could raise suspicion that one had a 
“regressive” consciousness. In fact, one of the greatest displays of devotion 
to the party involved a willingness to arrest or even kill a family member 
or spouse who had been accused of being an “enemy”; a cadre who did this 
evinced the highly valued ability to “cut off their sentiment” (dach chett, 
chett dach, pdach/legn manosanhchetadna) trom the enemy, regardless of 
former ties to that person. 


Local Modernities: An Example from the Cambodian Case 


As the above examples of localization illustrate, we must be careful to rec- 
ognize that “savages,” colonial “subjects,” and postcolonial “sovereigns” 
are not simply swept along by the modernity, but actively help form it. 
Modernity, in other words, does not unfold in a teleological manner but 
is always localized, thereby yielding distinct formations. The colonial en- 
counter and its aftermath constitute one powerful moment in which this 
process of localization unfolds, as “subject” populations—like their sub- 
jugators—are transformed by the exchange. Elements of the old are mixed 
with the new, yielding new landscapes of understanding, the contours of 
which continue to shift as subjectivities are made and remade. 

One of the interesting dynamics that emerges in this convergence of 
modernity, colonialism, and genocide is the important role of preexisting 
local knowledge in a given context. Not only does it provide an emotion- 
ally salient basis for genocidal ideologies, but it may also serve as the basis 
for “antimodern” discourses—that usually coexist, at times paradoxi- 
cally, with “modern” discourses—or motivate patterns of behavior that, 
while transformed by the encounter with modernity and colonialism, may 
nevertheless subvert or undermine certain “modern” aspirations of the 
perpetrator regime. This tension is evident in the Cambodian genocide,”® 
which blended a yearning for the past with a distinctly modern project of 
social engineering. 

Patronage relationships, for example, constituted a key point of ten- 
sion during DK,” On the one hand, the Khmer Rouge leadership explicitly 
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condemned such relationships of personal dependency, viewing them as a 
threat to the Party Center’s authority. Accordingly, upon attaining power, 
the Khmer Rouge set out to destroy “enemy” networks, including former 
members of the Lon Nol military, police, and government. Throughout the 
country, ties of friendship, family, community, and vocation were under- 
mined by communalization, new patterns of cooperative labor, the ban- 
ning of Buddhism, population relocations, common dining, the abolition 
of money and markets, and other structural changes.?? The Khmer Rouge 
party line explicitly denounced such ties of personal dependency as a mani- 
festation of “privativism” and a sign of a regressive consciousness. On the 
other hand, patronage networks remained central to sociopolitical organi- 
zation during DK, as numerous cadre placed their friends, former associ- 
ates, relatives, and family members in key positions of power. This pattern 
did not just occur on the local level: the power of almost every high-rank- 
ing Khmer Rouge leader was, at least in part, predicated upon the creation 
of such networks.*! Not surprisingly, the confessions of alleged enemies 
concluded with a detailed list of their “string of traitors.” 


% 


To understand both how DK came to be characterized by this paradoxi- 
cal juxtaposition of the old and the new and how patronage ties were 
transformed by modernity and colonialism, however, we need to explore 
how Cambodian patronage relationships were transformed at various 
historical junctures. Looking back through history, we find that the po- 
litical dynamics in the territories within and nearby what is now called 
Cambodia were often characterized by patterns of patronage that are 
reminiscent of those that exist today, including the attraction of followers 
to powerful leaders and the frequent instability of the resulting political 
formations. 

While little is known of the pre-Angkorean period, scholars have 
speculated that local “men of prowess,” thought to be infused with 
mana-like energies such as sakti, attracted large entourages of followers, 
thus enabling them to expand their orbit of influence. These polities are 
often referred to as “mandalas” because of the cosmological symbolism 
associated with them and because these rulers were heavily influenced by 
Indian political theory, which used circular imagery to portray political 
process and strategy.** Moreover, the idea of the mandala, which em- 
phasizes center-oriented space and the control of people as opposed to 
fixed territorial boundaries, is more fluid than the Western notion of the 
“state.” These centers of power were somewhat fragile, expanding and 
contracting in accordance with the accomplishments, demise, and death 
of a charismatic leader. 
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The political dynamics of the ancient Khmer empire of Angkor (AD 
802-1431), like other great Southeast Asian mandalas, was characterized 
by a similar pulsating pattern.°’ On the one hand, the kingdom under- 
went periods of turmoil and fragmentation as local chiefs vied for power. 
Surviving inscriptions metaphorically reference such fragmented eras by 
stating that the empire was shaded by “many umbrellas” as opposed to just 
one.** On the other hand, powerful monarchs such as Jayavarman I, Surya- 
varman I, Suryavarman II, Jayavarman I, and Jayavarman VII were able 
to unify the factions and to greatly expand the influence of the domain. 
For example, Suryavarman I (AD 1011-1050), the son of a lord from the 
northeast who had a weak claim to the throne, defeated his rival, Jayavi- 
ravarman, after a long civil war. A key to Suryavarman’s victory was his 
ability to form coalitions “by force, marriage, and cajolery .. . that enabled 
the pretender to reduce or buy off the power of local chiefs.”*° After being 
proclaimed king, Suryavarman I expanded the frontiers of the Angkorean 
empire by annexing the kingdom of Louvo (contemporary Lopburi in cen- 
tral Thailand) and colonizing the western part of the Tonle Sap lake. If 
Suryavarman’s reign was characterized by an expanding pulsation, that of 
his next few predecessors gradually shrank in size. 

A number of scholars have discussed the expansions and contractions 
of these Southeast Asian polities.*® Stanley Tambiah, for example, has ar- 
gued that this pulsating pattern of such “galactic politics” was generated 
from a number of overlapping dimensions of political ideology and prac- 
tice.°’ Cosmologically, mandala myths and imagery provided a sought-after 
ideal of sociopolitical organization in which a potent center encompasses 
and brings abundance to the surrounding periphery. This prosperity was 
dependent upon a leader’s ability to establish a parallelism between the 
earthly and the divine realms, which was signified by the universal mon- 
arch’s feats of conquest, ritual connection to the gods, association with 
mandala symbols and motifs (for example, the sunshade, wheel, lotus, axis 
mundi, world tree, naga), and construction of magnificent Hindu-Buddhist 
monuments that replicated the cosmos and placed the ruler and his capita! 
at its center. Just as these gods resided at the summit of Mt. Meru in Hindu 
cosmology, so too did the Angkorean king live at the center of the world, 
ensuring the flow of cosmic energies to the earthly realm he encompassed. 

These cosmological motifs were mirrored by topographical concep- 
tions of the structure of galactic polities, often portrayed as compris- 
ing concentric rings of influence that radiated outward from the capital 
core. Thus, Angkor ideally exerted strong control over a ring of nearby 
regional capitals, including Bhavapura, Indrapura, Phimai, Hariharalaya, 
Isanapura, Sambhupura, Aninditapura, and Amoghapura, and weaker 
influence over a more distant circle of tributary states such as Louvo.°? 
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Each of these regional capitals was controlled by great landed families 
who had local power bases and, periodically, might vie for ascendancy 
to the Angkorean throne. These topographical relations were often ideal- 
ized by complex geometric designs that assigned a cosmological place and 
rank—sometimes inscribed on umbrellas—to each of the great families 
and realms that had been encompassed by the Angkorean galactic polity. 
Externally, this galactic polity was threatened by neighboring power cen- 
ters, which might be willing to wage war against Angkor, or vice versa, to 
affirm their own claim to being the center of the world. 

Faced with both internal and external threats, Angkorean kings re- 
mained in a somewhat precarious position. One of their key mechanisms 
for potentially solidifying control was a form of decentralized patrimonial 
domination. As the most powerful patron in the empire, an Angkorean 
king controlled key resources—the right to distribute land, titles, presti- 
gious court appointments and ceremonial roles, war booty, and lucrative 
government positions—that enabled him to maintain a network of loyal 
clients and to potentially expand his power through increased revenues or 
conquests.*” The king’s clients, in turn, used the authority and resources 
they had been given to maintain their own patronage circles, some of which 
were powerful enough to threaten the throne during times of weakness. 
In order to stay in power, the king had to be careful to contain these local 
warlords while still providing them with enough benefits to maintain their 
loyalty and support. 

Despite such measures, Angkorean kings were faced with the threat 
of revolt, betrayal, and usurpation.*° A successful king therefore had to re- 
ward his loyal clients with resources, but not to the point that their power 
bases grew to threaten his own. Because no fixed rules of succession ex- 
isted, anyone could conceivably claim to have the divine sanction that en- 
titled him to be king. While the ruler could attempt to solidify his position 
by creating overlapping roles and fostering crosscutting loyalties among his 
subordinates,”! he nevertheless constantly feared attacks from without and 
betrayal from within. The chronic insecurity and distrust that pervaded 
Angkorean kingship was reflected by the Sanskrit sastras “which at some 
points seem almost paranoid in their preoccupation with secrecy, identi- 
fication of traitors, and apprehension by all manner of ruses of what are 
called ‘thorns’, public enemies, who are. . . to be found in the royal service, 
in the palace, even in the king’s family.”*? Such court intrigue increased 
after the decline of the Angkorean empire. Kings had to be constantly on 
their guard as usurpation was common, and a rival might seek the military 
patronage of Thailand or Vietnam to support their claim to the throne.*? 

All of these factors—cosmological, topographical, administrative, 
and political—helped to generate a pulsating pattern as a galactic polity’s 
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sphere of influence grew and shrank.** At times, powerful rulers were able 
to subdue their rivals through alliance or defeat and to strengthen their 
control over peripheral realms. As increased revenue flowed to the royal 
coffers, the king was able to expand his patronage network, initiate more 
war campaigns, and build projects that symbolically established his capi- 
tal as the center of an expanding galactic polity. Such moments of expan- 
sion, however, were transient. If kings prospered during these periods of 
strength, so, too, did the principalities they encompassed. Sometimes, a 
covetous rival would attempt to usurp the throne during a king’s lifetime. 
In other situations, a number of princes would battle for ascendancy after 
the death of the ruler. Over time, then, a galactic polity like Angkor tended 
to resemble an oscillating mandala, expanding in size under a universal 
monarch before contracting during periods of infighting. 

Clearly, Southeast Asian political dynamics have undergone enormous 
change since the Angkorean era, particularly in the wake of European co- 
lonialism. Stanley Tambiah has argued that we should not view the mod- 
ern era as one in which Southeast Asian countries simply adopted “more 
advanced” Western political ideas. Instead, we should see it a period of 
dialectical culture contact, in which earlier political formations were trans- 
formed while maintaining continuities with the past. Specifically, he argues 
that Southeast Asian galactic polities were often transformed into “radial 
polities” that resembled the strongest form of a galactic polity. This meta- 
phor conveys the idea of a dominant political core that directly controls pe- 
ripheral regions and subordinate administrative units through its “spokes” 
of highly centralized authority. Thus, in late-nineteenth-century Thailand, 
King Chulalongkorn initiated a series of reforms that reorganized the gov- 
ernment into functionally differentiated ministries, expanded Bangkok’s 
control of the provinces, and revamped the system of taxation and revenue 
collection—all of which served to at least partially undermine the involut- 
ing authority of traditionally powerful families and officials. The resulting 
radial polity nevertheless came to resemble a patrimonial bureaucracy, in 
which power was concentrated and relationships of personal dependency 
remained key. 

Cambodia’s path during this period was somewhat different. From 
the fall of Angkor in the mid-fourteenth century to the colonial era, the 
Khmer empire was characterized by a number of trends, including: dimin- 
ished political influence and tributary status to galactic polities in what 
is now Thailand and Vietnam; the increasing importance of commerce 
and trade; the eventual relocation of the capital to Phnom Penh, which 
was more strategically located in terms of trade and distance from the en- 
croachments of the Thai kingdom of Ayudhya; the continued ascendancy 
of Theravada Buddhism, though animist and Hindu influences remained 
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strong; expanding foreign involvement in Khmer affairs; and the endur- 
ing salience of patronage and factional maneuvering in Khmer politics.*° 
These latter two trends had devastating effects in the century before French 
colonialism, as the Cambodian court was rent by infighting, rebellion, 
and war. A dismal cycle eventually began in which contending rivals for 
the throne would seek backing from either Bangkok or Hue (the ancient 
capital of Vietnam), paying for this military patronage with money, land, 
manpower, and foreign domination. The size and power of the Khmer 
empire shrank as the court lost territory and revenue, ultimately leading 
Cambodian kings to seek French protection from the encroachments of 
these neighbors. Cambodia became a French protectorate in 1863. 

Over the next eighty years, the French authorities initiated a number of 
reforms that gradually centralized administrative control and transformed 
Cambodia’s economy and infrastructure. Phnom Penh’s influence over the 
provinces grew as new roads, public works, and lines of communication 
were built. Moreover, many of the French reforms—like the abolition of 
slavery, the streamlining of the taxation system, the placement of French 
bureaucrats in the provinces, the functional reorganization of the govern- 
ment administration, and the institutionalization of land ownership—un- 
dercut the power base of the provincial elite, who periodically expressed 
their displeasure through revolts. Many officials adapted to this situation 
by taking civil service positions, finding new ways to skim off government 
revenue, and exercising authority in the many areas of local governance 
that the French had left largely undisturbed. Meanwhile, Cambodian peas- 
ants, who received few benefits during this process, shouldered much of the 
cost of French colonial rule and resource extraction through corvée labor 
and taxation. 

Cambodia’s transformation into a more centralized radial polity was 
completed by Prince Sihanouk who, after leading Cambodia to indepen- 
dence in 1953, quashed an incipient democratic movement and dominated 
a patrimonial bureaucracy that was run from Phnom Penh and staffed by 
centrally appointed administrators. While many of these officials were 
from elite families, others came from a small yet growing middle-class 
that had taken advantage of new economic and educational opportunities. 
Sihanouk’s rule illustrates two key tendencies of the radial polity. First, 
increased centralization is potentially conducive to despotism, as a potent 
center firmly encompasses and dominates the surrounding periphery. For 
many years, Sihanouk established himself as just such a dominant politi- 
cal force, quashing all dissent and demanding obedience in return for the 
protective “shade” he offered to his “children.” And, second, relationships 
of personal dependency constitute a key structural component of patrimo- 
nial bureaucracies, thereby potentially giving rise to political instability 
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and factional strife. Sihanouk’s regime was rife with such patronage net- 
works, which often engaged in corrupt practices and schemed for greater 
power—as illustrated by Sihanouk’s ouster by a former subordinate, Lon 
Nol, whose own rule was characterized by despotism, patronage, and en- 
demic corruption. 

In some ways, however, this newly formed radial polity in Cambodia 
was less expansive than in Thailand insofar as the Cambodian governmen- 
tal bureaucracy continued to have a minimal effect on peasant life. If more 
formalized patronage ties constituted a key sociopolitical mechanism in 
government bureaucracies and urban life, relationships of personal depen- 
dency remained much more limited and informal in the pre-DK villages 
where, as May Ebihara noted, the family and household remained “the 
only enduring and clearly defined units. ... There are no larger organized 
kin groups and no formal associations or clubs, while groupings such as 
friendship cliques, work parties, or factions tend to have shifting or ill-de- 
fined membership and to be temporary coalescences.”*” One of the major 
sociopolitical shifts that has taken place since DK—particularly during the 
socialist eras—has been the expansion of radial government control and 
programs into the village level and greater opportunities available for vil- 
lagers to gain access to more formalized patronage networks. Cambodian 
patronage networks, then, have varied in terms of the degree of their for- 
mality across time and place, with an increase in formality paralleling the 
increased centralized control of the polity. 

Throughout this process of historical transformation, patronage relation- 
ships have remained a crucial part of sociopolitical life in Cambodia. James 
Scott has argued that the lasting importance of patronage ties in Southeast 
Asia is linked to: “(1) the persistence of marked inequalities in the control 
of wealth, status, and power... (2) the relative absence of firm, impersonal 
guarantees of physical security, status and position, or wealth, and (3) the in- 
ability of the kinship unit to serve as an effective vehicle for personal security 
or advancement.”*? Nevertheless, the structure of patronage relationships 
has changed in important ways. During the colonial and postcolonial peri- 
ods, the resource base of patrons has been revamped, with land ownership, 
bureaucratic office, political position, business contracts, development pro- 
grams, and military office serving as bedrock of power within the radial pol- 
ity. In addition, local patronage networks have become more directly linked 
to the national center of the radial polity though, as discussed above, these 
connections have only recently made an impact upon Cambodian village 
life. And, finally, patronage ties have become increasingly fluid and unstable 
due to the vagaries of politics, the limitations of specialized office, the pro- 
liferation of and increased competition between patronage circles, and the 
growing instrumentality of patron-client relations. 


aod Alex Hinton 





Like its Southeast Asian neighbors, then, Cambodia’s encounter with 
modernity should not be viewed as a story of linear “progress” ending 
with the adoption of a more “advanced” Western legal bureaucracy. These 
encounters lead to distinct sociopolitical formations, as local understand- 
ings are blended with new ideas. The radial polity represents just such an 
amalgam, combining the centralizing and bureaucratic tendencies of mo- 
dernity with local understandings of power, hierarchy, and relationships of 
personal dependency. In contrast to the legal bureaucratic authority that is 
prevalent in many Western societies, the government bureaucracy in radial 
polities tends to rely more on a form of patrimonial authority that is cen- 
tered on powerful leaders, structured in terms of the diffuse, particularis- 
tic, horizontal ties of patronage, and prone to competition and fragility. 

If one looks through Cambodian history, it is evident that patronage 
has been an important structural element in Cambodian life for centuries, 
though often to a greater degree in the political domains than in every- 
day village life.*? During the DK period, the reach of the state was greatly 
expanded on the village level and traditional patronage networks were 
eliminated. Nevertheless, patronage continued to be a key dynamic in DK 
politics, as illustrated by the frequent references to patronage networks in 
Khmer Rouge documents and the arrest of scores of suspected enemies and 
their networks. It is only through examination of Cambodia’s past, par- 
ticularly the country’s encounter with modernity and colonialism, that we 
may understand why patronage relations remained so pervasive during DK 
and, ultimately, served as one of the key fulcrums of violence. 


Conclusion 


To conclude, I want to stress two points. First, to understand the relation- 
ship of genocide and colonialism, we must be attuned to more than the 
colonial encounter as described by the colonizers: we need to examine 
the dynamism of the encounter on the local level, as cultural knowledge 
was transformed—again, this is true both for the colonizer and the colo- 
nized—and the historical legacy of this encounter was reworked in the 
postcolonial period. 

The Cambodian case illustrates this point. The Khmer Rouge were in- 
fluenced by French colonialism in a number of crucial ways. Some Khmer 
Rouge leaders, like Pol Pot, Khieu Samphan, and Ieng Sary, had gone to 
high school as Cambodia’s independence movement was intensifying, and 
studied in France where they were first exposed to communist doctrine; 
others, such as Ta Mok, Ke Pauk, and Sao Phim were former Khmer Is- 
sarak who had taken up arms against the French prior to independence. 
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Such formative experiences were later reflected in Khmer Rouge doctrine, 
which contained a sense that the impossible might be possible (at one time, 
few Cambodians could imagine overthrowing the French, just as initially 
few would have imagined that the Khmer Rouge could “defeat” the United 
States) and stressed the “contradiction” created by foreign oppression and 
domination, extreme nationalism, and the importance of independence 
and self-reliance. 

At times, the anticolonialism (or neocolonialism) of the Khmer Rouge 
was expressed in terms of a longing for a lost past or a lost purity. Khmer 
Rouge propaganda repeatedly contrasted the decadent lives of those cor- 
rupted by capitalism to the more pure and idyllic peasant traditions, includ- 
ing farming which constituted a means of improving one’s revolutionary 
consciousness. Pol Pot even took up the pen name “the original Khmer” 
when publishing his first tracts in Paris. In many ways, the Khmer Rouge 
resembled a revitalization movement,’ combining an idyllic imagined past 
with a curative program for change in the present. 

This longing for the past was also strongly influenced by French colo- 
nial rule, in particular the “discovery” of Angkor Wat by French archaeolo- 
gists in the 1850s. (While the Angkorean empire had not been forgotten, 
it was remembered more through ritual than historical accounts.)*! By “re- 
turning” this lost past to Cambodians, the French both legitimated their 
own “civilizing mission” (since they could claim to be helping this “fallen” 
race to its regain its lost glory) and helped to create a sense of deserved 
grandeur that Cambodian politicians, including Pol Pot and his associates, 
were to later invoke.** By providing a “history” of Cambodia’s “decline” 
that was linked to the covetous designs of its neighbors, particularly the 
Vietnamese, the French also provided Cambodians with a powerful narra- 
tive that subsequent leaders reworked to meet the needs of a given histori- 
cal moment. These discourses were all manifest in Khmer Rouge ideology, 
ranging from the regime’s grandiose claims and invocation of the Ang- 
korean past, to the sense of constant threat from perceived internal and 
external “enemies burrowing from within.” 

The second concluding point I want to emphasize is that we must con- 
stantly keep in mind that the juncture of genocide and colonialism is one 
set in the broader backdrop of modernity. My discussion of Cambodian 
patronage provides one illustration of this point. Modern discourses of the 
savage, the Great Chain of Being and other stage theories, progress, ratio- 
nality, human nature, and human emancipation have figured prominently 
in a variety of colonial and postcolonial situations, including Cambodia. 
Such genocides have also taken place in the context of capitalist expansion 
and increased political centralization that, in some cases, have been con- 
ducive to explicit programs of social engineering. Consequently, the world 
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has seen the mass murder of untold numbers of savages and subjects, often 
by postcolonial sovereigns who are inspired by modernist ideologies and 
practices to physically or culturally eradicate those regarded as incorrigible 
subjects or savages. 
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